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I. Introduction  
During the 2020 presidential election, Democratic Party candidate Joe Biden announced his 
initiative to make higher education free for any individual whose parents earn less than 
$125,000. This proposal was inspired by progressive representatives, such as Bernie Sanders, 
who have made a larger issue of American higher education costs (Berger). Although this 
initiative garnered little focus during the election – Biden has not addressed it since being elected 
and the proposal was even removed from his campaign website – his endorsement shows just 
how much the notion of “free” college has grown amongst Americans in recent years. 
This growing sentiment can be attributed to the increase in tuition costs over previous 
decades. When adjusted for inflation, public universities in America have risen around 4.2% in 
total cost (Berg). This is not a considerably large number when adjusted for inflation, but the 
heavy emphasis on student loans combined with the struggle many graduates face in paying them 
off has led to more scrutiny directed at the structure of post-secondary education.   
From a more general perspective, advocates base their argument on the belief that the 
financial cost weighed on individuals acts as an unfair mechanism that disproportionately limits 
accessibility for certain groups. Indeed, higher education has had a history of barring various 
individuals who may not fit the ideal candidate profile (Meyer). In America, this has historically 
been characterized with rejecting those based on ethnicity, race, gender, or other similar 
characteristics. Due to 20th century social reforms, these outright discriminatory forms of 
exclusion are illegal.  
Accessibility can be limited by other factors as well. In some countries, admittance may 
depend on an individual’s family status (Meyer). This is especially true in more repressive 
countries where a particular political/social ideology is prioritized, leading to persecution against 
those who may speak out. Limiting accessibility does not have to be a malevolent act, as many 
institutions do it in order to uphold strict academic standards. Prestigious schools may utilize 
firm cutoffs in standardized testing or have extracurricular requirements for acceptance (Meyer). 
The purpose of this paper is to analyze whether an attempt to address financial hurdles by 
instituting significant tuition reductions would serve as an efficient means for breaking down 
accessibility discrepancies amongst different groups. One key element of such proposals is that it 
eliminates the cost considerations for all applicants – not just those who are low-income. Could 
this potentially influence the success of such an initiative? 
An individual’s earnings potential can be drastically affected by obtaining a post-secondary 
degree. Because of this, many perceive education to be an equalizing factor that allows for social 
mobility. However, tuition – plus other costs – discourage many disadvantaged students from 
obtaining their degree even if they are allowed admittance. This undermines education’s ability 
to serve as a pathway for class mobility. Yet it cannot be assumed that simply eliminating this 
financial component will automatically translate to increased accessibility.  
Before beginning, it is important to discuss why inequality matters from an economics 
standpoint. Outside of ethical concerns, inequality leads to some tangible negative consequences 
that can hurt the economy as a whole. On the smaller scale, it can lead to higher crime rates 
amongst those earning a lower income (McAdams). If someone’s earnings prospects through 
legal means are limited, then there is more internal justification for participating in illegal acts. 
Higher crime can discourage economic activity in an area as both buyers and sellers look to 
avoid dealing with such a problem. On a larger scale, inequality creates a larger societal divide 
that could lead to corruption as those in the upper class look to concentrate their control of power 
(McAdams). This can create a much more consequential form of instability through societal 
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unrest and social upheaval. Since inequality builds upon itself over time, it becomes imperative 
to reverse the dangerous trend as quickly as possible. 
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II. A Broad Discussion of U.S. Higher Education 
 
Background and Historical Context 
The first university founded within the United States’ current borders was Harvard in 1636 – 
140 years before the drafting of the Declaration of Independence. For the purposes of this paper, 
a more important date would be the year 1862 and the passing of the Morrill Act. This article of 
legislation was meant to provide more funding for institutions that emphasized technical 
education (St. John). Up until this point, universities were primarily focused on what would now 
be considered a liberal arts style of education taught to individuals from wealthy families. The 
Morrill Act funded the establishment of at least one college in every state that would teach 
agriculture and the mechanical arts. While not necessarily targeting low-income families, land-
grant colleges were more accessible and focused on practical knowledge that would help educate 
farmers about modern agricultural practices (NRC).  
A second Morrill Act would be passed in 1890, further increasing the accessibility of higher 
education in the United States. This legislation was directed more so at southern states who were 
still dealing with the aftermath of the civil war. One of the primary requirements for funding 
under the second Morrill Act was that a state needed to show that its land-grant institution was 
accessible to African American students (NRC). Though a loophole was provided which allowed 
for the creation of a separate institution instead of requiring integration. Many of these schools 
would eventually be known of today as “Historically Black Colleges and Universities”.  
Even with the creation of land-grant institutions, the size of colleges and universities rose 
only gradually during the early 20th century. It was not until the end of WWII, and the passing of 
the GI Bill, that attendance began to considerably increase. While the U.S. was relatively 
unscathed from the war – compared to other nations around the globe – policymakers still had a 
massive concern that needed to be addressed. In a similar situation after WWI, the sudden influx 
of labor supply from soldiers returning home, combined with industry transitioning away from 
war production, led to two harsh recessions (St. John). To avoid this, veteran’s higher education 
was heavily subsidized under the GI Bill. The hope being that it would incentivize many veterans 
into attending or returning to college, allowing the economy enough time to transition into its 
post-war form.  
The GI Bill had a considerable effect on increasing the accessibility of higher education in 
the United States. First, its application to all veterans allowed many lower class and non-White 
individuals the opportunity to fund their educational aspirations and pursuits. Second, the 
portability of the stipend allowed veterans to use it for practically any form of education, from a 
trade school all the way up to a four-year degree (St. John). Not only did it benefit accessibility, 
but it also achieved the policymakers’ goal of avoiding the sharp drops in GDP that occurred 
after WWI. Furthermore, the initial funding would eventually pay for itself as the higher adjusted 
salaries, combined with the post-war economic growth, generated additional tax revenue (St. 
John).  
The success of the GI Bill led to an increased acceptance of the notion that higher education 
funding generated strong social and economic benefits. In the 1970s, Pell Grants were introduced 
in an attempt to replicate the GI Bill’s benefits, but instead focused on low-income students (St. 
John). However, economic woes during the 1970s led to more scrutiny being directed at 
government spending practices. Questions about the efficacy of Pell Grants led to decreased 
award amounts and a higher emphasis placed on the market-inspired approach of student loans.  
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Still, attendance for higher education in the United States continues to rise even with the 
increased cost burdens placed onto individuals and their families. This is partly due to the 
perceived necessity of having a college degree in order to be competitive when entering the 
workforce (Meyer). Furthermore, many of the attitudes regarding the supposed value of a college 
degree stem from the period of post-WWII economic growth1 (St. John). These potentially 
outdated conceptions have led to increased importance placed on earning a degree without fully 
considering the long-term financial ramifications. 
 
Admissions Practices 
The entrance requirements for post-secondary institutions vary, but largely depend on the 
type of school being considered. Many of the well-recognized public and private 4-year 
universities implement strict admissions criteria that usually feature a necessary standardized test 
score for acceptance (Edwards et al.). This is common for many developed nations and is not 
explicitly isolated to just the United States, though colleges and universities could recommend 
taking standardized tests as supplementary information if they utilize an open admissions 
process2.   
Additional discussion will be given in the next section regarding admissions tests for 
universities in other countries. As for the U.S., two of the most well-known standardized tests are 
the SAT and the ACT. Schools may have a preference towards one test or the other, but most 
accept either during the application process (Edwards et al.). Universities do garner benefits from 
relying on test scores when making acceptance decisions. First, efficiency is increased as schools 
can utilize historical data to determine the attendance likelihood of applicants with a particular 
score. This projection allows for a more accurate analysis regarding the number of admitted 
students needed to reach an expected freshman class size. Research also supports the notion that 
tests are valid mechanisms for judging the academic capabilities of high-school applicants 
(Edwards et al.). 
However, valid criticisms do exist regarding the American approach to standardized 
admissions tests. One of the primary complaints regards the cost burdens imposed on families in 
order to take the tests and prepare for them. Not only is there a fee charged for each test attempt, 
tutoring and preparation courses are almost perceived as a necessity if a student hopes to achieve 
an above-average score (Edwards et al.). Additionally, these tests exert a massive mental toll due 
to the stakes associated with achieving a particular score. This can affect all test takers – 
especially those who believe they traditionally have a poor performance. It is important to note 
that both of these complaints are not isolated to admissions tests in the U.S., with some 
international examples appearing even more egregious. 
One essential idea that needs to be addressed when discussing admissions practices at 
American colleges and universities is affirmative action. The concept has been the center of 
controversy – mainly because of the legality challenges that have popped up over the years.  
Affirmative action came about as a result of the civil rights victories during the 20th century. 
Campuses in the 1960s and 70s tended to have more liberal views and were looking to boost 
diversity by specifically prioritizing certain minority groups during the admissions process 
(Okechukwu). It was not until 1978 with Regents of the University of California v. Bakke that the 
 
1 “theories from the 20th century – a sustained period of economic progress – have been used to rationalize 
educational policy in recent decades, resulting in new patterns that undermine fairness” (St. John) 
2 Community colleges and smaller, less-recognized private universities tend to use open admissions practices (see 
NCES). 
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Supreme Court actually addressed the constitutionality of affirmative action policies. The court 
ruled that, while diversity cam be beneficial, it can only be one factor weighed against others 
(Okechukwu). The crucial repercussion of this decision was that, even though race could be 
considered, diversity quotas were determined to be unconstitutional. While over forty years have 
passed since the court case, the concept of racial quotas still influences the discussion of 
affirmative action policies today. 
Policy decisions during the 1980s would inadvertently play a role in the legal opposition to 
affirmative action. New tax laws allowed donations directed at think tanks and similar 
organizations to be classified as a write-off (Okechukwu). This led to the emergence of new 
political organizations funded by wealthy conservatives. With this financial backing, these 
groups would challenge policies that were perceived to be “progressive” in nature – like 
affirmative action. Opposition to efforts promoting diversity was not necessarily evil in nature. It 
was more so born out of the perception that affirmative action policies unfairly impacted White 
students who would be passed over, even if they had better academic records, for a minority 
applicant. The solution would be to adopt a more “colorblind” approach that prioritized a 
standardized, meritocratic approach to each applicant.  
Two of the most influential decisions would come in 2003 with Grutter v. Bollinger and 
Gratz v. Bollinger, both cases involving the University of Michigan’s affirmative action 
policies3. While the court’s ruling in Grutter v. Bollinger did reaffirm the notion that there was a 
compelling state interest in diversity, the decision in Gratz v. Bollinger further constrained the 
concept of affirmative action4 (Okechukwu). This narrowed the potential mechanisms by which 
admissions departments could attract minority students. So much so that many schools quickly 
adapted to avoid potential legal disputes – even wholesale eliminating scholarships specifically 
targeted at certain groups because of legality concerns (Okechukwu). Institutions even started to 
move away from concepts such as “critical mass goals” since they could too closely resemble 
diversity quotas. 
The current status of affirmative action policies is an important consideration when 
discussing any future decision relating to post-secondary education reform. Pushback against the 
concept of quotas, or anything nearly resembling them, may influence the success of programs 
meant to increase the presence of underrepresented groups on college campuses. This, combined 
with the insistence of “colorblindness” and meritocracy amongst affirmative action opponents, 
should be contemplated when analyzing changes that may impact the current admissions 
structure of American universities. 
 
Funding Education 
With the emphasis on student loan programs and the descaling of government grants, many 
students and their families are tasked with finding their own means to pay for college. Grants 
were more prevalent during the middle 20th century because there was a wider belief that those 
who benefited from increased salaries had to “pay it back” when they were older (Meyer). Even 
for those who did not attend university, funding educational grants through taxes was justified by 
the societal and economic benefits of a more educated workforce.  
 
3 Gratz v. Bollinger involved the University of Michigan’s undergraduate College of Literature, Science, and the 
Arts (LSA). Grutter v. Bollinger involved the University of Michigan School of Law. 
4 Okechukwu – “there must be proof of the need for diversity, the affirmative action policy must be both ‘least 
intrusive and most efficient’ to meet the stated goals, the policy must be non mechanical and adaptable, and, overall, 
there must be an expiration date for affirmative action” 
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Because of the shift from grants to student loans over recent years, funding for an education 
has transitioned from taxing the established income of older working adults to the future income 
of the individual. This future cash flow is not guaranteed and is dependent on larger economic 
conditions that could affect whether the student is not only able to find a job, but to obtain one 
that pays him or her an amount sufficient to cover loan repayment. 
In regards to future earnings potential, established data supports the idea that degrees in more 
technical fields, like engineering and business, translate to a higher earnings premium than 
degrees in less technical fields, such as history or education (Eide et al.). In fact, highly technical 
degrees from bottom selectivity institutions do show a comparable earnings potential to lower 
technical degrees from top selectivity institutions. Research also suggests that, for business 
majors, earnings potential correlates with the selectivity of the university while engineering and 
science have smaller differences in earnings potential relative to their school prestige (Eide et 
al.). This may be due to the importance for business majors in establishing connections and 
networking while fields such as engineering and science have more standardized educational 
requirements. 
With this, it can be complicated to accurately assess the value of a particular degree when 
factoring in the institution and major chosen. If education is perceived as a market, where 
prospective students are the buyers, the lack of information undercuts the idea that they can truly 
act as rational decisionmakers. This serves as additional evidence against the reliance on using 
student loans as a funding mechanism.  
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III.  International Approaches to Higher Education 
 
Admissions Practices 
As stated in the previous section, the use of standardized admissions tests for post-secondary 
education is a general norm among many developed nations. The primary difference regards the 
extent to which performance on a test impacts a prospective student’s chances of being admitted 
(Edwards et al.). For some countries, a test score can be the sole factor determining one’s 
acceptance or deferral. While American universities can have a minimum score required for 
acceptance, the fact that other elements, like GPA and class rank, are considered means that the 
U.S. does not fall into this category. Similar approaches are also utilized in other nations, which 
will be addressed in a later paragraph. 
Countries that use standardized tests as the sole determinant of entry5 are not entirely similar, 
but generally share a few common characteristics. First, these tests are usually operated by the 
government or a particular government authority (Edwards et al.). Often, there are rigid dates set 
for when the tests are delivered, and students may only be given a single chance at taking the 
exam. As a result, preparation is heavily engrained into the fabric of society. Students may 
devote years preparing for the exam with families spending money to pay for tutors or other 
resources that can assist in getting a higher score (Edwards et al.). Though it is not wholly 
accurate to state that they are the only factor used in admissions. For example, Portugal has 
course requirements prospective applicants must complete in secondary school to achieve 
acceptance at certain universities (Edwards et al.). Another example is that admissions for 
Chinese universities can often depend on the social status of an individual’s family. Regardless, 
the extent to which standardized tests influence acceptance is much more pronounced in these 
countries relative to others. 
When it comes to countries that use admissions tests as a supplementary criterion for entry6, 
the nuances of a given system become much more complex. One example, outside of the U.S., 
that demonstrates this intricacy would be Japan. Similar to its Asian counterparts like China and 
South Korea, Japan does utilize a state-run test that students will take after completing secondary 
school (Edwards et al.). However, many universities will allow for additional elements, such as a 
letter of recommendation or an interview, during the application process. However, the higher 
the ranking of a school, the more likely it is to rely only on numbers. This means that 
competition for acceptance at prestigious Japanese universities ultimately leans solely on the 
country’s standard admissions test (Edwards et al.). Many students will take an additional year 
off7 before taking the exam since there is a high correlation between school rank and career 
prospects. 
The issue of affirmative action and similar diversity policies is relatively unique to the United 
States. However, a close parallel can be observed with Brazil and its system of post-secondary 
education. Like the U.S., Brazil has had a history of structural racism that stems back to the 
reliance on slave labor from Africa (Somers et al.). Yet due to the large number of mixed-race 
Brazilians, this racism usually manifests itself in a colorism that stigmatizes individuals 
depending on the darkness of their skin. During the early 2000s, expansion of the number and 
size of Brazilian universities coincided with an increased awareness of racial injustice within the 
country (Somers et al.). As a result, programs were implemented that looked to address the lack 
 
5 Examples include: China, Greece, Portugal, and South Korea (Edwards et al.) 
6 Examples include: USA, Japan, South Africa, Sweden, and Turkey (Edwards et al.)  
7 These students are called Rōnin based on the name once given to masterless samurai.  
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of diversity in the country’s higher education system. Since admissions are made on an 
individual school basis, participation in these government programs is voluntary, but many opt in 
due to the funding benefits. 
Similar to the United States, these diversity aims enacted by Brazil have not been without 
controversy. Arguments persist regarding the merit justification of these minority students and if 
they are truly prepared to succeed in a post-secondary educational environment (Somers et al.). 
An additional challenge for Brazil is the process of racial determination. Due to the prevalence of 
mixed-race individuals, diversity qualifications literally rely on the determination of a committee 
as to whether someone is dark enough to qualify (Somers et al.). This subjective element of the 
process has led to controversy and complaints about the system. Yet unlike the supreme court 
decision given in Regents v. Bakke, Brazil’s highest court ruled that quota systems were 
constitutional in 2012 (Somers et al.). Due to the relatively recent enactment of these policies, it 
remains to be seen whether Brazil’s outright approach to addressing diversity will be successful. 
 
Funding Education 
Almost every country faces the struggle between using market efficiency rationale, 
characterized by loans plus selective grants, or expanding direct government funding for 
education. The U.S. can be seen as a high access, low funding system where success depends 
heavily on preparation in primary and secondary schooling plus the ability of prepared students 
to pay for college (Meyer & St. John). Other nations, like South Korea and Australia, also 
employ a comparable strategy. 
European nations tend to have a substantially higher amount of government funding directed 
towards education. This is likely due to the notion of education as a human right being more 
prevalent in these countries (Jalava). Though some of these countries have faced dire budget 
situations in recent years, especially after the 2008 financial crisis (Meyer & St. John).  
This does not mean that European models for funding education are innately better, since 
many countries employ strict requirements for qualification. For example, Germany has one of 
the lowest tuition costs in the world – only charging around $1,200 per year (Kroth). This figure 
does not include outside factors that may be included in an American university’s tuition cost, 
such as room and board, transportation, and telecommunications. Students may opt into taking 
out private loans, but the low cost plus the prevalence of government grant programs8 makes this 
a rarely selected option (Kroth). Yet this does not mean that inability to pay is a non-issue for 
prospective university students in Germany. If an individual takes longer than the allotted time to 
complete a degree, or if they change their major, then their aid is cut off (Kroth). Furthermore, 
aid amounts are determined by a person’s parental income. If this is even slightly higher than the 
eligibility cutoff for government aid, a student may not qualify for these grants.  
One interesting aspect of Germany is the population’s aversion to changes in higher 
education costs. Many universities have only recently implemented tuition programs as a method 
of generating additional funds (Kroth). Although data suggests that the net monetary benefits of 
a degree exceed the increase in tuition costs, low-income students remain extremely price 
sensitive and may choose not to attend even if there is only a small amount of unmet need. 
Humans may instinctively focus on the short-term consequences of their decisions, but “the 
 
8 Mostly consists of low-to-no interest loans where payment can be deferred if an individual makes less than 960 
Euros per month after taxes. 
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empirical research thus shows that low-SES9 students in Germany are averse to taking out loans 
beyond a level that is rational” (Kroth).  
 
Difficulties in Cross-Applying Higher Education Strategies 
While it is worthwhile to look towards other country’s approaches for inspiration, it is hard to 
believe that simply copying another strategy will prove successful in addressing America’s 
shortcomings in post-secondary education. Like the U.S., Brazil’s government and universities 
hope to address their nation’s struggle with diversity. However, their task is made easier since 
the policies directed at increasing minority enrollment have been met with more support from 
Brazil’s legal system. This difference makes attempting a similar strategy almost impossible in 
the U.S. – especially given the precedent of the Regents v. Bakke decision plus the continued 
challenges currently directed at affirmative action.  
Germany provides strong evidence that, even in a system that does not emphasis market 
mechanisms, there can be issues with rationality in prospective student’s decision-making 
processes. Keeping tuition prices relatively low does not automatically translate to better 
participation amongst low-income groups. This means that additional policies must be 
considered when enacting a broad measure to decrease the cost of post-secondary education.  
In summary, while outside examples can be used for inspiration, it is important to be realistic 
regarding the implementation of potential policy solutions. Simply stating that America should 
attempt to replicate another country’s structure misses the larger context that surrounds higher 
education.  
 
9 SES – Socioeconomic Status 
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IV. America’s Flaws with Higher Education 
 
The Impact of Structural Inequalities 
An individual’s wealth affects much more than their ability to purchase certain goods or 
services. A higher income correlates with healthier lifestyles, longer lifespans, and better scores 
on intelligence tests (Berg). Traditionally, genetics were used as the explanation to the 
observation. Over time, this has been replaced with a larger emphasis on the environmental 
hurdles faced by those from a lower socioeconomic status. Although tuition costs 
disproportionally affect poorer students and their families, it is important to consider the 
additional hurdles that go beyond financial considerations. This includes the difficulties faced 
when applying to post-secondary institutions, the preparation needed when attending, and the 
smaller support structure provided to low-income students.  
 
Application Hurdles 
The application process can be substantially harder for those from a lower socioeconomic 
status. This can be largely attributed to the necessity of taking either the SAT or the ACT, two of 
the most popular standardized entrance examinations. Discussed in both of the previous two 
sections, admissions tests are a key element of college applications for many developed nations. 
Yet even as early as the 1960s, flaws in the SAT were pointed out by critics who argued that it 
hurt minority/disadvantaged applicants (Berg). Modern complaints generally mention the clear 
discrepancies in educational quality given to these students, as they often came from under-
funded primary and secondary schools.  
Additionally, elements of the test may inadvertently hurt lower income individuals. For 
example, many disadvantaged students come from households where “broken” or “incorrect” 
forms of English are spoken. This makes grammar and reading sections on standardized tests 
more difficult – ultimately leading to lower scores (Berg). Tests also create a “now or never” 
dynamic whereby those who may not be ready at a certain cutoff point are practically excluded 
from pursuing higher education (Meyer). Higher income families are less likely to be hurt by 
this, as they can often afford tutoring/assistance to get through difficult periods in their children’s 
education.  
This privilege of higher parent involvement extends to other elements of the admissions 
process as well. Wealthier families tend to know more about the application process via personal 
experience or through understanding gained from friends and acquaintances. Because of this, 
students from higher-income backgrounds are more likely to be involved in extracurriculars that 
specifically boost an application’s value, or know of key deadline dates that could affect their 
chances of admissions (Berg). Thus, parents who lack a college degree face an uphill battle since 
they usually have both a lower income and little experience with the college application process. 
 
Preparation Discrepancies 
Outside of admissions tests, secondary education provides little recourse to make-up for the 
hurdles low-income students encounter. Many states have implemented higher graduation 
standards as a method of increasing the college-readiness for graduating seniors. While this has 
led to a higher percentage of students attending post-secondary education, this fact is slightly 
misleading since the increased standards has also coincided with an uptick in high school 
dropout rates (St. John).  
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Even offerings like Advanced Placement10 courses are insufficient in bridging this 
opportunity gap. These classes tend to double-down on the advantage of privileged students – 
especially since lower income groups have significantly less participation (Berg). Resources are 
directed at the AP classes, with regular course offerings often featuring lower-quality teachers. 
Schools often adjust their GPA measurements when considering AP credits, creating a larger gap 
when analyzing the performance of different students. Going further, this can have a tangible 
impact on how much an individual may pay in tuition, since college credits granted through AP 
courses shorten the time spent needed to earn a degree (Berg).  
Not all of the differences in college-readiness can be attributed to a student’s secondary 
schooling. Families from different socioeconomic backgrounds typically have distinctive 
approaches to raising their children. Lower income parents have more of a “natural growth” 
attitude – allowing their kids to learn and build from lived experiences (Berg). This contrasts 
with the “concerted cultivation” approach of higher income families where parents spend a 
considerable amount of time participating and directing a child’s development. As a result, many 
children from high-income families have an easier ability to understand abstract concepts and 
can better visualize the long-term benefits of academic success (Berg). The approach also 
minimizes the negative consequences of long breaks in schooling, especially during the summer, 
as knowledge is more likely to be retained. 
This is not to say that the fault is on how low-income parents raise their children. After all, 
the “natural growth” strategy is practically necessary, since many of these parents have to work 
long or odd hours to provide for their family. Because of this, the “concerted cultivation” 
approach is harder to utilize and may be entirely inaccessible. Going further, these parents might 
not emphasize academic performance because of their own negative experiences with America’s 
educational system.  
 
Lower Support 
Once a student makes it through the application process, even completing a degree can 
become a substantial hurdle. While this can be attributed to the preparation issues outlined 
above, the support structure for disadvantaged students ranges from small to potentially non-
existent. Data supports this difference, as middle- and upper-class students are much more likely 
to complete college (Berg). Additionally, low-income students may drop out or instead opt into 
attending community colleges which severely undercuts their potential post-graduation earnings. 
There are a variety of factors that may contribute to the isolation felt by disadvantaged 
students, and it is difficult to say that one is more prevalent than another. The campus 
environment can be a difficult adjustment for many minority and low-income students. This can 
be attributed to the fact that many of these individuals “have been judged by society as coming 
from a community of underachievement and even immorality” (Berg), leading to self-doubt 
about their own merits when attending university. Often, disadvantaged students come from 
secondary schools and communities that share similar ethnicities or socioeconomic status. The 
abundance of White students, often from families with higher earnings, creates a majority-to-
minority dynamic that contributes to adjustment difficulties (Berg).  
Families play a tremendous role in the success of a low-income student, as their support can 
be the deciding factor in a student’s well-being. Sadly, many low-income families have a 
difficult time weighing the long-term benefits of a college education against its immediate cost. 
 
10 Offered by the College Board – participating students take a standardized test at the end of the year. Colleges & 
universities may accept the completed class as a course credit depending on the individual student’s test score. 
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Having a child attend school not only entails tuition costs, but it also means that a potential 
source of income is studying instead of working (Berg). Because of this, low-income students 
may face a substantial pull from their families who would prefer that they get a job or attend a 
cheaper school that may be close to home – such as a community college. As a result, the 
lowered opportunities and earnings generated by a degree from a community college or less-
recognized school further undercuts the perceived long-term benefits (Berg). This could affect 
subsequent relatives who may be even more discouraged by family members based off the 
previous one’s experience. 
A substantial number of low-income students average between twenty-four and twenty-seven 
hours a week working to help pay for school11 (Berg). Although scholarships and grants may be 
earned to make tuition affordable, some individuals work in order to make up for the lost income 
mentioned in the previous paragraph. The financial strain leads to a lot of pressure placed on 
these students in order to make the degree “worth” the overall cost incurred – potentially 
contributing to a psychological burden that may affect academic performance. While education 
is often touted as an equalizer in society, “the impact of America’s ungenerous attitudes towards 
the poor has worsened the chances of students from low-income families to move up in society 
through a college education” (Berg). 
 
School’s Incentives in Admissions 
Admittedly, schools face extremely difficult decisions when determining admissions criteria 
for their incoming freshmen class. Narrow specifications, like prioritizing test scores or GPA, 
can make the process much more efficient, but subsequently unfair towards certain individuals or 
groups who struggled in that aspect of their application (Meyer). While a broad, wholistic 
analysis would avoid this, it takes a considerable amount of time and resources to fully 
contextualize each applicant’s qualities. This is why many schools who claim to have open 
admissions processes still require or recommend standardized test scores, since these are easy 
metrics to fall back on when considering applications (Edwards et al.). 
One of the biggest problems contributing to unfair admissions practices is the prevalence of 
“irrelevant merit” – qualities about applicants that have minor, if any, influence on their 
academic abilities (Meyer). The biggest example of this can be seen in the concept of legacy 
admissions where students who had a family member attend the school are given preferential 
treatment. This not only decreases the spaces available for disadvantaged students, but also 
reinforces the school’s predominantly White and affluent demographics (Berg). However, 
private schools as a whole – especially less-recognized ones – generally have better diversity 
figures than public institutions. 
The importance placed on legacy admissions stems from many universities’ desire to 
maximize their cash inflows. At least for elite universities, wealthy alumni have a strong desire 
for their kids to gain admittance as a method of passing down power and prestige (Berg). 
Families who benefit from legacy admissions may be more inclined to donate generous sums of 
money to the university or pay full tuition for their children. Maximizing revenue is not only 
limited to elite private colleges and universities, as most institutions play a balancing act between 
admitting the best students available while also trying to generate as much money as possible 
(Meyer).  
Additional cash inflows benefit schools by increasing the monetary resources needed for 
potential expansions or updates to the university. In the same way that a business promotes 
 
11 65% of low-income students at 4-year colleges. 80% at community colleges. 
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efficiency in structure to maximize profit, schools also make a similar commitment. Yet this 
emphasis on efficiency in education goes against the more traditional mission of promoting 
social good that universities traditionally have held (Meyer & St. John). Schools have an 
incentive to pursue students who are willing to pay full price, which may lead to problems such 
as tuition cost inflation. 
Ironically, many college applicants have a very clear understanding of where they can be 
accepted and ultimately attend. 94% are admitted to their first or second choice universities, 
which indicates that students have a strong awareness as to where they potentially belong12 
(Berg). Families understand what schools are within their price range, or if they can even afford 
the cost of college at all. While many schools do enact “tuition discounting” – charging less than 
sticker price if an applicant meets certain qualifications – these measures are generally too broad 
and are not needs-based in nature (Berg).  
 
Fading Social Mobility  
The increased scrutiny directed at post-secondary education costs can be traced to the 
struggles many face in paying for their degree after graduation. As mentioned earlier in this 
paper, the perceived value of a college degree is harder to visualize for lower-income families. 
Loans that depend on future earnings can further exacerbate the financial hardships if a well-
paying job is not found (Berg). Even though affordable options exist, such as an associate degree 
at a community college, they provide relatively low employment options compared to a 
bachelor’s degree. 
With the perceived lower earnings potential now offered by a college degree, it is no surprise 
that calls for tuition subsidies have been increasing. After all, “colleges are the beneficiaries of 
an implicit social contract that accepts certain degrees of inequality as college essentially acts as 
an instrument of upward mobility. When that is no longer the case, larger numbers of Americans 
may speak up” (Meyer & St. John). The fading perception of upward mobility could be the 
primary motivation behind “free” college initiatives.      
 
12 74% to their first-choice university. 20% to their second-choice university. 
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V. The Disadvantages of Heavy/Complete Subsidization 
 
Based on the flaws isolated in the previous section, it would be reasonable to suspect that 
reduced tuition costs would address many of the concerns disadvantaged students have about 
education. Inspired by the high access plus high funding model seen in European countries, a 
growing number of people have been advocating for completely “free” higher education (Meyer 
& St. John). As mentioned in the introduction, the debate about the long-term economic costs of 
such a policy are already heavily contested. However, it is important to ask what groups benefit 
from a secondary education system that is heavily, or completely, subsidized. For this reason, 
there are potential disadvantages to this plan that may create a counter-intuitive result from its 
intended purpose.  
 
Increase in Admissions Standards 
  Modern admission standards are heavily influenced by the financial considerations that 
families face when making their application decisions. Again, schools look to maximize cash 
inflows which makes them willing to target potentially lesser-performing students if their 
willingness to pay matches the full-price cost of full tuition. It is reasonable to assume that 
increasing funds for students and universities would lead to a more meritocratic system whereby 
achievement is rewarded with admittance to top universities. The concern then, relates to how 
merit is determined and what approaches are taken to contextualize each student’s performance 
based on their application. Before discussing how this applies to current American post-
secondary education, it would be advantageous to analyze two different case studies: Finland’s 
higher education and strategies implemented by the City University of New York. 
 
Finland 
Similar to the U.S., Finland experienced an increased emphasis in post-secondary education 
post-WWII. The country was still heavily agrarian after the war and saw investment in higher 
learning as a way of modernizing the country’s economy (Jalava). The Finnish people were more 
receptive to the notion that education was a right, with the Finnish parliament agreeing that 
“higher education should be available to all those who were qualified by ability and attainment to 
pursue studies” in 1966 (Jalava). Drawing on this idea, Finland wanted to avoid perceptual 
differences in the quality of their institutions as policymakers felt that it undermined the 
objective of utilizing education as a social good and a right of the people. During the 1970s, the 
country set a goal of having an almost perfectly egalitarian form of higher education, deciding 
that “a consistently good education system is better than a strongly diversified one with only a 
few exclusive enclaves of excellence” (Jalava). 
This viewpoint is still held by many in Finland, but developments over the years raise 
questions as to how much focus is spent on creating an egalitarian system of higher education. 
During periods of economic struggle13, the country has elected more conservative politicians 
who have tried to cut back on the government’s spending. In regards to higher education, the 
country has not strayed far away from its high access model. However, there has been a larger 
emphasis on schools acting as strong research institutions to generate additional funding – 
 
13 This includes global economic downturns like the oil crisis in the 1970s and the financial collapse during the late 
2000s. Additionally, Finland experienced harsh economic ramifications from the fall of the Soviet Union due to the 
disruption in trade dynamics (Jalava).  
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whether it be through donations or cooperating with businesses to sell a school’s research 
(Jalava).  
The pursuit of additional cash flows, similar to the struggle faced by many American 
universities, has chipped away at the attempted equality between institutions. Yet without the 
ability to set different tuition levels, competition for the limited spots in Finnish universities is 
intense. In 2009, only twenty percent of those accepted into universities were direct graduates of 
secondary school (Jalava). Schools are almost solely incentivized to prioritize applicant merit in 
an attempt to maximize the chance that their admitted students will generate strong academic 
performance. Hopefully enough to justify an increase in the schools funding directly through the 
government or to make themselves more appealing to potential business partnerships.  
In essence, Finland finds itself at a crossroads where their welfare state has allowed for 
progressive success in encouraging college attendance, but its current incentives structure has 
undermined the attempted egalitarian aims traditionally held by many. If changes are not made, 
the system could result in “the division of Finnish universities into the mediocre majority, which 
mostly produces lower degrees for immediate labor-market needs, and the privileged minority, 
which is able to recruit the most talented staff and students” (Jalava).  
Finland provides a strong example that shifting the cost burden of payment from the 
individual to society does not result in increased accessibility because the scarcity of available 
spaces at institutions remains the same. While tuition – the issue that more directly impacts low-
income students – no longer remains a factor, the playing field is not made necessarily made 
level. Applicants from more affluent backgrounds still hold an upper hand, even in a country 
such as Finland that is commended for its strong primary and secondary schooling structure. 
Children of university-educated parents – mostly in the south near Helsinki – have eight times 




An American example similar to Finland can be found with the City University of New York 
– a public university system that features a total of 25 different campuses. CUNY’s primary 
objective has historically been providing an affordable option for higher education relative to 
tuition costs charged by other schools (Okechukwu). This still applies today, as New York state 
residents only have to pay a little less than $7,000 dollars for one year of full-time schooling14. 
This number shrinks to $4,800 dollars for full-time students in the system’s community college 
campuses.  
During the late 1960s, student protests were becoming increasingly common across the 
country – especially on CUNY’s campus. One of the demands levied on the school was to 
eliminate the restrictive admissions policies directed at minority students. The high percentage of 
White students was disproportionate to the actual demographics of the city as a whole 
(Okechukwu). Furthermore, the exclusion of minority students stood in opposition to the 
university’s stated goals, as these applicants were more likely to come from low-income 
backgrounds that would have substantially benefited from the affordable education structure 
CUNY provided.  
Open admissions were thus utilized, starting in 1969, in an effort to make up for this 
shortcoming (Okechukwu). Over the next few decades, CUNY would become the model for 
accessibility amongst minority students, becoming “the largest degree-granting institution for 
 
14 $6,930 according to CUNY’s website.  
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Black and Brown students across the United States” (Okechukwu). Considering the city’s high 
rates of income inequality, the affordability of a higher education provided through CUNY was a 
tangible step towards solving this issue. 
This shifted in 1999 when the school began to adopt stricter standards in their acceptances 
and ended the use of open admissions. The intended goal was to increase the school’s standing 
relative to other institutions (Okechukwu). As a result, acceptances rely heavily on standardized 
test scores, whether it be through the SAT or CUNY’s own admissions exam. Even if an 
applicant is granted acceptance into a full-time program, they may be required to attend a 
community college campus instead of one of the 4-year branches. 
The effect of this policy’s implementation was immediate and significantly curtailed the 
progress made during the school’s period of open admissions. Four years after adoption, White 
applicants were over twice as likely to be deemed eligible for admissions compared to Black and 
Latino applicants (Okechukwu). Further evidence can be found with the percentage increase in 
first-time freshman enrollment. Due to CUNY’s expansion in the number of freshman seats, each 
demographic saw an increase in total numbers. However, the percent increase for Black [6.7%] 
and Latino [12.9%] first-time freshmen pales in comparison to the uptick in White first-time 
freshmen [29.1%] (Okechukwu). 
Again, CUNY already charges a substantially lower tuition cost relative to other colleges and 
universities. Although tuition has increased over the years, it is highly unlikely that this can be 
attributed to the demographic issues CUNY faces. The school system’s added emphasis on 
standardized tests has undermined the accessibility for disadvantaged students, and those that are 
accepted usually get directed to community college campuses that have higher incompletion 
rates than their 4-year counterparts (Okechukwu) (Berg). Tests also privilege high school 
students more so than nontraditional applicants, who are more likely to be lower-class and non-
white.  
While the state has tried to further increase the affordability of CUNY, the benefits are 
largely limited to students from middle- & upper-class backgrounds. Currently, low-income and 
nontraditional students can generally afford CUNY’s tuition costs through Pell grants and 
already accessible scholarships (Okechukwu). Further reductions in tuition and expansion of 
grant programs only make CUNY more appealing to traditional students that could be swayed by 
the school’s relative cost difference. The dual prominence of both affordability and rising 
academic standards as incentives “simultaneously reifies the logic of colorblindness through its 
abandonment of open admissions and its pursuit of more advantaged students” (Okechukwu).  
 
Summary 
Neither Finland nor CUNY provide direct evidence that an increase in tuition affordability 
will automatically lead to higher admissions standards. After all, both instances featured periods 
where egalitarian approaches were still utilized. However, what can be understood is the 
potential tradeoff high-access systems of post-secondary education face between pursuing 
institutional excellence and functioning in a truly egalitarian nature.  
Both CUNY and Finland have tried to increase their relative standing as it relates to higher 
education. Like Finland, a system of completely free post-secondary schooling in the U.S. may 
incorporate grants for top research institutions or schools that have superior performance. This 
incentivizes colleges and universities to prioritize already well-performing students from 
financially and socially privileged backgrounds as a strategy towards achieving this objective. In 
essence, while disadvantaged students are no longer excluded strictly because of financial cost, 
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the uphill battle they face in admissions competition may further complicated dynamics 
ultimately leading to little change in accessibility. 
 
More Centralization/Less School Autonomy 
One of the primary characteristics of high-access systems of post-secondary education is 
centralized management – usually conducted by a country’s national government. This 
incorporates both the admissions process (Edwards et al.) and administration of the universities 
themselves. For example, both Finland and Germany have made a concentrated effort to make 
their universities appear on an equal level in standing (Jalava) (Meyer).  
While Finland has already been discussed in the previous section, references to Germany 
have been limited to analyzing their funding model for students. Although the country has a 
higher level of accessibility, this almost only applies to more traditional students. In order to 
manage the central government’s generous grant programs, requirements are placed on students 
that which may particularly hurt non-traditional students. This is because funding will be 
revoked if a student takes longer than the expected time calculated to get a degree or if they 
change majors (Kroth). Additionally, grants are only available to those attending higher 
education for the first time. Non-traditional students, who may try to finish their degree after 
dropping out, will have to pay full cost (Kroth). Even though tuition, by itself, is relatively 
inexpensive, the additional costs are generally the reason why these students are priced out15 . 
One of the advantages in emphasizing student loans is that, in an ideal situation, it allows 
individual applicants to make their own decisions as to their personal capabilities (Meyer). 
Potential students are able to conduct a cost-benefit analysis between choosing an affordable 
university or taking out a larger loan to attend a more prestigious school. However, this can only 
be successful if applicants are well-informed about various factors that may impact their success, 
like probability of degree completion and potential post-graduation earnings.  
Centralization may create a more egalitarian system, but this also entails discouraging the 
pursuit of distinction and excellence. American universities do possess the desire to maximize 
cash inflows, but a school’s long-term goals still center on improving the institution (Meyer). 
Greater revenue streams allow for increased funding that can be put towards research projects, 
building renovations, university-specific scholarships, etc. This freedom of control “not only 
stands a better chance to facilitate faculty-driven innovation, it also promotes innovation by 
recruiting compatible student cohorts which may enhance excellence through peer-to-peer 
interaction” (Meyer).  
As shown in the Finnish example, attempting to promote individual institutional excellence 
cannot coexist with a system that tries to endorse egalitarian ideals. The perceptual difference 
will – over time – lead to clear preferences as to which schools are preferable to others. Similar 
to the current trend shown in Finland, those from more privileged backgrounds will have the 
upper hand in the application process (Jalava). Over time, these advantages will become more 
pronounced as society becomes increasingly stratified and social mobility decreases. 
Of course, there is also the question of resource allocation under a heavily subsidized system. 
Eliminating the financial component still poses a risk in regards to the correlation between effort 
and willingness to pay. Those who understand their level of investment are incentivized to see 
through the educational process and earn their degree. If paid by society as a whole, the chances 
of wasting resources on the uninterested or those who lack actual motivation increase. Again, 
 
15 These costs – room & board, transportation, telecommunications, etc. – were discussed in section III. 
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many of the countries that feature high-access systems of post-secondary education also struggle 
to maintain the large levels of government spending, especially in economic downturns. 
Private colleges and universities are also an important factor when considering the feasibility 
of free college proposals. Although better efforts can be made at increasing diversity for elite 
institutions, less-recognized private schools have a larger percentage of lower-income students 
and generally perform better in diversity metrics (Berg). Campuses may have different learning 
environments or offer specialized education in a given discipline that may not be accessible at 
most other publicly funded institutions (Meyer). While private universities are not unique to 
America, their prevalence shadows the number found in countries that have relatively lower 
tuition costs.   
 
 21 
VI. Potential Solutions 
 
Discussed in the last section, systems of post-secondary education that focus on increasing 
accessibility do not necessarily equate to an overall better model. In particular, an underlying 
tradeoff seems to emerge characterizing the predicament of numerous colleges and universities. 
On the one hand, they can strive towards being institutions that promote the public good by 
providing an affordable education open to many. Yet, the competing desire for excellence and 
prestige can cause some universities to inadvertently sacrifice this objective – as seen in the 
CUNY and Finnish examples detailed in the prior section.  
How does this relate to subsidized higher education? Under the current framework, 
universities are able to allocate money in ways that they deem appropriate. This includes a wide 
array of choices, from institution-specific grant and scholarship allocation to funding decisions 
for particular departments. The decentralized framework utilized in the U.S. allows for colleges 
and universities to adopt their own competitive strategies when advertising to applicants 
(Meyer). The benefit from this is that well-performing students are not solely congregated at a 
state’s flagship institution, as some might be swayed away due to advantageous financial 
considerations. Additionally, schools can allocate resources to prioritize a particular program or 
subject field that may not be offered or emphasized at more prestigious schools within the state. 
Thus, a direct increase in government funding could likely undercut some of the main 
elements that benefit American higher education. The removal of cost considerations would 
undercut the ability of many smaller institutions to differentiate themselves. Students may be 
solely incentivized to attend the “best” school that they were accepted to, driving up the 
competition amongst applicants at flagship public institutions. In essence, a replication of the 
issues currently faced by Finland might materialize ultimately creating a failure to truly address 
disparities in educational opportunities.  
Given the challenges facing higher education in America – as detailed in Section IV – it 
would be reasonable to question the potential risks of such a policy. Some may argue that doing 
too much to address accessibility is preferable when compared to doing too little. However, there 
might be more at stake if discrepancies in educational opportunities are not addressed under a 
“free college” model. Taxes used to pay for such a policy would burden both the users and non-
users equally (Meyer). If privileged students continue to have an advantage in the admissions 
process, middle- and upper-class families would garner the most monetary benefit while 
disadvantaged families could shoulder expenses with little opportunity to reap the rewards.  
The purpose of this section is to address the potential routes America can take towards 
addressing the flaws in its higher education structure. First, a final analysis will be given on the 
possibility of a high accessibility model that eliminates most, if not, all costs for students. A 
second option, already utilized in Texas, will be gauged to see if its success can be replicated in a 
different state: Arkansas. Finally, the section will wrap up with minor recommendations that 
could be accomplished without a complete overhaul of current funding mechanisms. 
 
The Possibility of a Highly Subsidized Model 
While much in this paper has been written about the pros and cons regarding reduced 
tuition/free college, there are some elements of this proposal that have not yet been addressed. 
Admittedly, the primary argument – that disadvantaged students will still face difficulties in 
accessing prestigious institutions – is simply a projection formed through available evidence. In a 
best-case scenario, an open admissions process is utilized to analyze potential applicants instead 
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of placing significant emphasis on admissions tests. Still, hurdles remain regarding how to 
properly weigh different aspects of an admissions profile especially when considering the 
relative academic and extracurricular disadvantage low-income students face. 
It is also important to remember the legal hurdles surrounding affirmative action policies 
detailed in section II as it could shape how “open” a school’s admission process is. Again, even 
the resemblance of a quota policy is likely to be ruled unconstitutional by the courts based on 
recent decisions. Further constraints may emerge that could affect a school’s ability to consider 
race in admissions. This is because recent lawsuits against diversity policies have transitioned 
from using cases of white students in favor of featuring plaintiffs of Asian heritage who believe 
that they too are unfairly held to higher standards (Okechukwu). However, it remains to be seen 
whether this has any substantial effect going forward. 
It is impossible to tell what the public’s future attitude will be towards diversity measures in 
admissions practices. There is always the potential that it may become more acceptable, thus 
allowing admissions departments more freedom in application decisions. Though if a certain 
group believes that they are being held to higher standards, it appears unlikely that they would 
accept this predicament. Instead, they may favor an approach, like utilizing high school GPA or 
admissions tests, that could be perceived as “meritocratic” and evaluates all students equally. As 
a result, a highly subsidized system of post-secondary education, even with a technically “open” 
admissions process, will need to continually fight back against the belief that certain groups are 
held to different standards relative to others. Should this devolve into the perceived meritocratic 
approaches previously mentioned, it could significantly undermine success and may further hurt 
accessibility for disadvantaged groups. 
 
Alternative Approach: Texas’s Percentage Plan 
In response to affirmative action rollbacks, some Texas state legislators looked towards 
potential policies that could replicate the objectives of affirmative action policies while also 
circumnavigating newly imposed legal restrictions (Okechukwu). Their solution ultimately 
became known as the Texas 10% plan – aptly named as it guaranteed those in the top 10% of 
their graduation class admission into the University of Texas at Austin, the state’s flagship 
school. While this applied to both public and private high schools, the primary aim was to assist 
underserved districts, especially those whose are predominantly made up of a minority group. 
Although the policy was created as a way to side-step affirmative action restrictions, the 
results have been solid. Through its implementation, plus the ability to use race as a factor in 
admissions, UT Austin’s diversity returned back to its affirmative action levels (Okechukwu). 
This does not mean it has been a complete success since the school’s demographics do not 
relatively align with the state’s. The 10% plan’s popularity heavily depends on an individual’s 
political party affiliation. Surprisingly, primarily white rural communities were not as receptive 
to the measure even though they stood to benefit from its implementation (Okechukwu). Because 
of scrutiny against the policy, it was altered in 2009. The newer framework currently used limits 
the automatic admissions to 75% of the school’s incoming class. This has shrunk the percentage 
of those automatically admitted from the top 10% of a graduating class to around 7% 
(Okechukwu).  
Students are only guaranteed admission under the policy – no financial assistance is provided 
for those accepted. This has substantially limited the plan’s potential for success since many of 
the hurdles faced by low-income students still remain16. Also, the measure’s reliance on schools 
 
16 See Section IV. 
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with large minority representation almost makes its success dependent on an inherent level of 
segregation in secondary-level education (Okechukwu). This aspect of the plan was even cited as 
the reasoning behind the University of Michigan’s reluctance to adopt a similar proposal.  
That being said, how would a percentage plan potentially fare for Arkansas? If accessibility 
cannot be achieved through substantially reduced tuition, could this policy serve as a more ideal 
alternative? There may not be definitive answers to both questions, but current data may indicate 
the possibility of success. 
 
Replicating a Percentage Plan for Arkansas 
Based on Arkansas Department of Education Data, there are 263 different school districts in 
the state. This includes charter schools that are grouped under a single organization. There are at 
least 278 different schools that feature grades ten through twelve17. In terms of overall diversity 
figures, the majority of Arkansas students are White [60.4%] followed by Black/African 
American [19.8%] and Hispanic/Latino [19.5%].  
Unfortunately, when comparing the state-wide high school demographics with attendance at 
Arkansas’s largest universities, clear discrepancies in attendance can be observed. Based on 
information collected by the ACT18, the five most preferred universities in the state are ordered 
as follows: University of Arkansas-Fayetteville, University of Central Arkansas, Arkansas Tech 
University, Arkansas State University, and the University of Arkansas at Little Rock. Ideally, 
each school’s demographic distribution would resemble the state’s. To analyze and compare 
institutions, a plus-minus figure for each group was created with a final standard deviation 
calculated from each result. The lower the standard deviation, the closer the school’s 
demographics resemble the state’s as a whole.  
Results are displayed in tables 3 and 4 in the appendix19. An initial look at the data shows 
that, of the five most preferred schools, Black/African American students are underrepresented 
relative to state demographics at four of the institutions. Hispanic and Latino students are 
underrepresented at all five institutions as well. In fact, the percentage of Hispanic/Latino 
matches state demographics at only one of Arkansas’s public 4-year universities. 
In terms of Black/African American student attendance for public 4-year universities, the 
data paints a complex picture. At the two largest institutions, the percentage of Black students is 
exceptionally low relative to state figures20. However, four schools actually exceed Arkansas’s 
demographic distribution with one of the universities, UA-Pine Bluff, actually being an HBCU. 
For the other three schools, these metrics could probably be explained by the fact that each 
institution is in the central/southern part of the state – areas that feature a higher relative number 
of African American individuals compared to other portions of Arkansas21. 
In terms of the state’s private schools, diversity figures are not much better and are 
potentially worse. Of the six largest 4-year private schools, five have Black attendance that is at 
least 10% below state figures. The only exception, Philander Smith College, is an HBCU. 
Similar to results shown from 4-year public universities, Hispanic/Latino students are relatively 
 
17 Districts vary on what their senior school consist of – many high schools in the state involve grades nine through 
twelve. However, especially in larger districts, junior high may extend to nine grade. Additionally, smaller districts 
may incorporate grades lower than ninth into their senior school. 
18 Link: https://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/Files/20201203132609_Arkansas_PROFILE-RPT-STATE-
GRADE_11_2019.pdf 
19 All data used from NCES: https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/?s=AR&l=93&ic=1&pg=2&id=106397#enrolmt 
20 UA-Fayetteville: -15.8%. Arkansas Tech University: -13.8%. 
21 Link: http://www.discover.arkansas.gov/Population-by-Race-and-Sex 
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underrepresented at practically all of the private institutions, yet not as egregious in most 
instances compared to their African American counterparts. 
Before determining the potential success of a percentage plan, it is important to note that 
discussion will be rather limited when directly addressing accessibility for low-income 
individuals. While the NCES publishes the percent of students that utilize federal grants at a 
given university, ADE data is quite vague. While the percentage of low-income students is given 
for each school, nowhere does the department actually define what is meant by the term “low-
income”. It is primarily this reason as to why the focus of this section is based around reconciling 
discrepancies in racial demographics for post-secondary institutions. Chart 1 in the appendix 
does give a scatterplot showing the relationship between low-income percentage and the college 
going rate for high schools in the state. 
Certain schools were not considered when analyzing the use of a percentage plan. This 
included two separate online schools operating in the state, plus eight schools that operate from 
grades K-12. The reasoning for omitting the later was that the only attendance numbers given by 
the ADE include all students, which could skew potential comparisons with similar small 
districts that separate primary and secondary schools. Altogether, 268 high schools are included 
in the analysis22. 
Again, part of the success of a percentage plan depends on the distribution of students in 
secondary schools across the state – particularly those that have a sizeable number of minority 
students. Of the 268 high schools, 205 – over 75% – have a greater number of white students 
than non-white. Thirty-nine schools are more than 50% Black, followed by twenty-one where no 
substantial majority [no group over 50%] exists. Only three schools have demographics where 
Hispanic/Latino individuals make up more than 50% of the student body. 
In order to get a better picture, it is also important to determine size considerations when 
considering secondary schools. Tables 5.1 through 5.22 in the appendix break down the 
demographic majority for three different categories of high schools: those with enrollment 
greater than one-thousand, those with enrollment between one-thousand and five-hundred, and 
finally enrollment below five-hundred. The number of high schools in each group differs, but the 
total number of students is relatively consistent across the three categories. 
Charts 2a through 2d visualize the data using pie charts. Although these are just demographic 
figures, the higher a given percentage – the more likely that the top percent of graduating seniors 
consists of that group. Considering that factor, there is only one school that is over 75% Black 
with an enrollment greater than 1,000. Most of the schools that are significantly African 
American are smaller in size. There are no schools where Hispanic/Latino students make up a 
considerable majority [greater that 75% or 90%]. 
It is clear that, after looking at the data, Black and Hispanic/Latino students – despite making 
up a significant portion of public-school attendees – are consistently underrepresented at many of 
the colleges and universities in Arkansas. Admittedly, these figures exclude those who attend 
private schools as the ADE does not collect this data. In fact, if census data was used instead of 
ADE public school demographics, then diversity figures for post-secondary schools in the state 
would appear to align with overall demographics23. However, it would be unwise to outright 
prefer the census over ADE data. First, data from the 2020 census has yet to be fully released 
which may lead to some figures being inaccurate given the ten-year gap. Additionally, the census 
 
22 Exact data can be found in the tables listed in the appendix section 
23 Census data: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/AR 
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counts all individuals, making the data a lagging indicator for analyzing the demographics of 
those currently entering post-secondary education. 
 
Percentage Plan Potential? 
Again, due to a lack of data from private schools in the state, it is hard to tell whether the 
percentage of Black and Hispanic/Latino students is as significantly underrepresented compared 
to what the ADE metrics may indicate. That being said, if it is accepted that these groups are 
underrepresented, then could a percentage plan similar to that used in Texas work in the state? 
When analyzing the potential for Black students, it should be emphasized that over half of the 
schools – that are at least greater than 50% Black – enroll less than five-hundred students. Since 
a percentage plan is dependent on enrollment, this minimizes the total number of African 
American students that could be granted automatic admission into the University of Arkansas. 
Furthermore, some of the issues that characterize the current system would not be addressed 
under a percentage plan. As stated previously, many of these schools that are majority Black 
come from central/southeast portions of the state. While admission may be granted, the cost 
hurdles would still limit the potential attendance for many of these students. If a percentage plan 
were to succeed in boosting African American attendance, it would need to come with more 
direct grant and scholarship funding to offset the financial considerations many of these families 
face. 
A percentage plan may be even more ineffective for Hispanic/Latino applicants. Only three 
schools have a Hispanic/Latino enrollment greater than 50%, with the highest being 66.5%24. 
While this group’s percentage at the University of Arkansas is only slightly lower than the ADE 
figures, it is more troubling that Hispanic/Latino students are consistently underrepresented at 
many colleges and universities across the state. Due to the lack of strong majority status at any 
high school in the state, there is an extremely low likelihood that a percentage plan would do 
anything to assist with discrepancies in Hispanic/Latino attendance for Arkansas’s 4-year public 
universities. 
One interesting observation when looking at the data is just how heavy the out-of-state 
attendance is for the flagship campus in Fayetteville. Only half of the students identify as in-state 
with the other half being predominantly out-of-state with a slight percentage of foreign attendees. 
Compared to every other 4-year public university in the state, UA-Fayetteville is almost an 
outlier as only two other schools have less than 80% of in-state students in their total 
enrollment25. A percentage plan may be extremely limited in success unless the number of out-
of-state students is substantially cut back – at least for UA-Fayetteville.   
 
Recommendations Going Forward 
Creating a perfectly ideal system of higher education might just be an impossible task to 
achieve. Heinz-Dieter Meyer brings up two excellent points in her article regarding higher 
education’s fairness: “1. No single rule or principle is likely to generate a standard that will result 
in a fair construction of higher education access” … ”2. Every single rule or principle is likely to 
compete or conflict with other equally legitimate principles”. 
In essence, higher education has to conduct a balancing act between different factors as 
leaning too much into one could create an overall unjust system. For example, judging based off 
merit can be a great way of deciding who is qualified for admission based on well-understood, 
 
24 Dequeen High School 
25 Additionally, UAPB’s status as an HBCU may lead to more out-of-state recruiting efforts. 
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objective requirements. Yet if too much emphasis is placed on merit, then it could overshadow 
the importance of context when analyzing one’s academic or extracurricular achievements. 
Borrowing from Lesley Jacobs26, it would be advantageous to mention the three different 
levels of fairness when it relates to college admissions: procedural, background, and stakes. 
Procedural fairness is in reference to how similar the admissions process is for each student. This 
involves eliminating elements that could create favoritism when reviewing applications, from 
requiring a certain standardized test score to discouraging legacy statuses. Background fairness is 
meant to incorporate situational context when determining admissions between various students. 
This is what motivates the use of open admissions policies built on holistic reviews. In a way, the 
goal is to create a perceptual “starting block” for each student in order to judge their scholastic 
and extracurricular achievements. 
As mentioned earlier, these two conceptualizations of fairness have the potential to trade off 
with each other depending on their implementation. Given this hurdle, it might be advantageous 
to focus on the third form: stakes fairness. Jacobs uses the analogy of a boxing match in order to 
better convey the concept. Even though most fights have a winner and loser, the distribution of 
the purse – winnings often dependent on an event’s revenue – is not winner-take-all. It may be 
split so that the victor earns a higher amount, but it is often negotiated so that the loser still 
makes an amount he or she feels comfortable with.  
Proposals to substantially reduce tuition costs could be considered an attempt to promote 
stakes fairness in education. However, given the drawbacks mentioned in this paper, are there 
potential alternative mechanisms for promoting stakes fairness? Inspiration could be found with 
the German model of post-secondary education. First, allowing those with student loans to defer 
payment when making below a certain figure could minimize some of the hardships faced by 
graduates especially if they struggle in the labor market. Second, tying aid packages to family 
income would allow for a more efficient system when distributing grants and scholarship aid. As 
currently seen in many private universities, blanket tuition discounting – while technically 
benefiting all students – does little to even the playing field when it comes to total costs imposed. 
Disadvantaged students from lower-income groups carry a much higher financial risk when it 
comes to attending college, thus it makes more sense to directly compensate for this difference. 
In both of these cases, focus is placed on evening the stakes that are placed on families – a factor 
that has been relatively ignored compared to the two other conceptions of fairness. 
In addition, the investment in education would likely be better served if it was used to assist 
primary and secondary education. Additional research should be done regarding the feasibility of 
changing funding from local property taxes to a more equitable system. If better equity can be 
achieved at lower levels, it would make substantial strides in ensuring background fairness 
compared to a subjective review process employed via open admissions. 
If universities truly want to address the demographic discrepancies in attendance, there may 
need to be a shift in how universities approach grant and scholarship funding. In regard to out-of-
state students, serious questions should be asked regarding university preference for those who 
are more willing to pay higher tuition, ultimately displacing in-state students who may not have 
the financial means to meet price increases. This problem is not a unique one, as a more notable 
example can be found with the University of California school system. After an audit found that 
UC-Berkeley and UCLA both prioritized out-of-state students over lower-income in-state 
residents, changes were made in hopes of reversing this (Okechukwu). While California did 
 
26 See - A Vision of Equal Opportunity in Postsecondary Education in Fairness in Access to Higher Education in a 
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enact a percentage plan, the complexity of its rules plus additional requirements minimize its 
ability to help disadvantaged students. Instead, more success has been found by combining a 
holistic review admissions process with targeted aid packages for disadvantaged students 
(Okechukwu). As a result, UC-Berkeley has reapproached diversity figures resembling 
affirmative action levels, but still not reflective of the state’s demographics as a whole.  
Yet this is not an easy decision to make. After all, out-of-state students lead to higher cash 
flows that could be used to improve the school’s offerings, and consequently the overall 
reputation of the university. This tradeoff is what epitomizes the struggle between pursuing 
prestige while also trying to maintain the university’s status as a vehicle for social good. Like 
many other situations, the answer may not be to completely solve a problem but instead finding a 
balance that minimizes the drawbacks of each issue.  
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VII. Conclusion 
No single policy proposal can address all of the inadequacies in American higher education. 
As Meyer stated, any attempt to utilize one method will potentially trade off with another equally 
reasonable one. This can be seen through the competing dynamics of utilizing a meritocratic 
approach, often characterized by standardized tests, versus an open admissions process that, 
while subjective, may allow for better contextualization of an individual’s achievements.  
In a world where tuition costs are eliminated, there is the possibility that either model could 
be used in the admissions process. Based on the current climate’s challenges to affirmative 
action, there appears to be a strong emphasis placed on using objective merit calculations when 
judging applications. Although this may appear fair in theory, larger disparities in primary and 
secondary education cause this approach to inadvertently hurt disadvantaged students. If an open 
admissions process was implemented at most public universities, it would first need to overcome 
the social insistence on strict meritocracy. Even then, it would rely on subjective determinations 
about a student’s ability based on factors outside of academic performance. Even this system 
likely benefits privleged students whose families have the resources and capabilities to allow 
their children to participate in organized extracurricular activities. 
Admittedly, this paper does not objectively show that eliminating tuition costs would lead to 
an indisputably worse system than what is currently in place. After all, one of the primary issues 
repeatedly brought up is the financial hurdle that many low-income students cannot overcome. 
However, a blanket attempt to eliminate tuition costs for everyone does not adequately address 
stakes fairness since larger socioeconomic differences remain. This inadvertently undermines the 
potential success of such a measure in truly addressing accessibility. 
A more effective initiative would be to directly target the discrepancies in financial risk that 
low-income and disadvantaged students face relative to their more privileged counterparts. 
Additionally, increased funding for social safety net programs could minimize the consequences 
faced by not completing a degree or the inability to find a job post-graduation. Going further, 
investment in primary and secondary education may not create any immediate change but would 
allow for better implementation of background fairness that could serve to benefit future 
admissions decisions. 
Higher education accessibility is undoubtedly undermined by the cost levied on students. 
However, accessibility is also hindered by larger differences that go beyond financial cost. No 
single policy can directly overcome this and attempting to do so may produce larger 
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Table 1: 4-Year Public University Statistics for the State of Arkansas 
 






% Receiving State/Local 
Gov. Grants/Scholarships 






Arkansas  $16,263.00 23,025 19% 42% 39% 43% 
Arkansas Tech 
University $10,537.00 11,015 55% 63% 77% 50% 
University of 
Central Arkansas $14,796.00 9,134 45% 73% 58% 55% 
Arkansas State 
University $13,281.00 8,928 41% 69% 78% 55% 
University of 
Arkansas at Little 
Rock $13,751.00 7,120 60% 53% 46% 59% 
University of 
Arkansas-Fort 
Smith $10,032.00 6,229 55% 57% 58% 39% 
Southern Arkansas 
University Main 
Campus $13,514.00 4,475 55% 49% 79% 55% 
Henderson State 
University $11,910.00 3,430 50% 62% 66% 46% 
University of 
Arkansas at 
Monticello $11,913.00 2,524 58% 35% 38% 52% 
University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff $11,345.00 2,382 74% 24% 56% 73% 
University of 
Arkansas for 















% Black / African 
American 
% Hispanic / 
Latino 
% Multiracial / 
Unknown  
University of Arkansas  46% 54% 75% 1% 3% 4% 9% 5% 
Arkansas Tech University 45% 55% 75% 1% 2% 6% 9% 4% 
University of Central Arkansas 40% 60% 67% 1% 2% 15% 6% 4% 
Arkansas State University 40% 60% 74% 0% 1% 13% 4% 3% 
University of Arkansas at Little 
Rock 37% 63% 53% 0% 2% 24% 4% 13% 
University of Arkansas-Fort 
Smith 43% 57% 64% 2% 6% 4% 14% 9% 
Southern Arkansas University 
Main Campus 44% 56% 68% 0% 1% 23% 4% 2% 
Henderson State University 42% 58% 67% 0% 1% 18% 6% 6% 
University of Arkansas at 
Monticello 43% 57% 61% 0% 0% 27% 4% 6% 
University of Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 41% 59% 3% 0% 0% 90% 2% 2% 
University of Arkansas for 































Arkansas  50% 49% 1% 11% 0% 0% 63% 1% 14% 22% 
Arkansas Tech 
University 93% 5% 2% 40% 3% 6% 33% 3% 26% 29% 
University of 
Central Arkansas 88% 10% 2% 16% 0% 0% 43% 1% 36% 20% 
Arkansas State 
University 80% 17% 3% 28% 0% 3% 47% 1% 25% 24% 
University of 
Arkansas at Little 
Rock 85% 6% 9% 47% 0% 2% 35% 4% 27% 32% 
University of 
Arkansas-Fort 




Campus 71% 28% 1% 16% 0% 1% 36% 0% 41% 22% 
Henderson State 
University 82% 17% 1% 21% 0% 1% 34% 1% 44% 20% 
University of 
Arkansas at 
Monticello 87% 13% 0% 29% 11% 5% 14% 2% 16% 52% 
University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 58% 41% 1% 9% 0% 0% 30% 0% 34% 36% 
University of 
Arkansas for 




Table 2: 4-Year Private University Statistics for the State of Arkansas 
 
University 





% Receiving State/Local 
Gov. Grants/Scholarships 






University $19,578.00 3,779 24% 23% 96% 53% 
John Brown 
University $21,912.00 1,777 30% 35% 94% 55% 
Ouachita 
Baptist 
University $19,962.00 1,633 33% 52% 98% 72% 
Hendrix 
College $20,859.00 1,109 30% 59% 100% 43% 
Philander Smith 
College $13,783.00 996 82% 12% 79% 80% 
University of 
the Ozarks $14,295.00 824 48% 36% 95% 75% 
Central Baptist 
College $16,325.00 666 54% 41% 98% 71% 
Lyon College $17,921.00 662 45% 48% 100% 75% 
Arkansas 
Baptist College $19,306.00 531 100% 0% 5% 77% 
Williams Baptist 
University $18,487.00 526 48% 43% 100% 59% 
Ecclesia 
College $18,695.00 211 63% 7% 95% 51% 
Crowley's 
Ridge College $13,801.00 187 64% 25% 96% 77% 
Champion 
Christian 















% Black / African 
American 
% Hispanic / 
Latino 
% Multiracial / 
Unknown  
Harding University 45% 55% 81% 0% 1% 5% 4% 3% 
John Brown University 41% 49% 74% 1% 2% 2% 7% 8% 
Ouachita Baptist 
University 43% 57% 81% 0% 1% 7% 6% 3% 
Hendrix College 48% 52% 61% 0% 3% 7% 7% 20% 
Philander Smith 
College 36% 64% 0% 0% 0% 92% 1% 3% 
University of the 
Ozarks 49% 51% 44% 1% 1% 7% 11% 10% 
Central Baptist College 53% 47% 71% 2% 1% 14% 5% 5% 
Lyon College 56% 44% 55% 3% 5% 9% 6% 21% 
Arkansas Baptist 
College 77% 23% 14% 1% 0% 79% 2% 4% 
Williams Baptist 
University 53% 47% 74% 0% 0% 13% 4% 2% 
Ecclesia College 56% 44% 57% 0% 1% 10% 30% 4% 
Crowley's Ridge 
College 56% 44% 84% 0% 1% 12% 1% 2% 
Champion Christian 
































University 27% 69% 4% 7% 0% 0% 67% 0% 28% 5% 
John Brown 
University 36% 55% 9% 25% 0% 1% 73% 0% 19% 7% 
Ouachita 
Baptist 
University 61% 38% 1% 8% 0% 0% 64% 0% 31% 5% 
Hendrix 
College 64% 35% 1% 1% 0% 0% 76% 0% 24% 0% 
Philander 
Smith College 43% 54% 4% 5% 0% 0% 30% 1% 47% 22% 
University of 
the Ozarks 50% 30% 19% 1% 0% 0% 51% 0% 31% 18% 
Central Baptist 
College 67% 28% 2% 18% 0% 4% 17% 0% 61% 18% 
Lyon College 54% 45% 10% 3% 0% 0% 52% 0% 25% 23% 
Arkansas 
Baptist 
College 34% 66% 0% 13% 0% 10% 3% 0% 47% 40% 
Williams 
Baptist 
University 67% 28% 6% 4% 0% 0% 41% 0% 45% 14% 
Ecclesia 
College 29% 55% 16% 20% 0% 0% 9% 0% 66% 25% 
Crowley's 
Ridge College 62% 38% 0% 16% 0% 20% 10% 0% 30% 40% 
Champion 
Christian 
























University of Arkansas  1 14.6% 0.4% 1.3% -15.8% -4.5% 1.9% 0.099 
University of Central 
Arkansas 2 6.6% 0.4% 0.3% -4.8% -7.5% 0.9% 0.049 
Arkansas Tech 
University 3 14.6% 0.4% 0.3% -13.8% -4.5% 0.9% 0.092 
Arkansas State 
University 4 13.6% -0.6% -0.7% -6.8% -9.5% -0.1% 0.080 
University of Arkansas 
at Little Rock 5 -7.4% -0.6% 0.3% 4.2% -9.5% 9.9% 0.072 
Henderson State 
University 6 6.6% -0.6% -0.7% -1.8% -7.5% 2.9% 0.047 
University of Arkansas-
Fort Smith 7 3.6% 1.4% 4.3% -15.8% 0.5% 5.9% 0.080 
Southern Arkansas 
University Main 
Campus 8 7.6% -0.6% -0.7% 3.2% -9.5% -1.1% 0.057 
University of Arkansas 
at Pine Bluff 12 -57.4% -0.6% -1.7% 70.2% -11.5% -1.1% 0.409 
University of Arkansas 
at Monticello 14 0.6% -0.6% -1.7% 7.2% -9.5% 2.9% 0.055 
 
School Preference Rank is from the most recent Arkansas ACT profile (2018-2019). 
 
Plus/Minus is how much the particular makeup of a school is either over or under the state’s high school diversity metrics.  
 
Standard Deviation is taken from all the P/M values – the lower the standard deviation the more reflective a University’s makeup is of 
the state’s diversity as a whole. 
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Harding University 9 20.6% -0.6% -0.7% -14.8% -9.5% -0.1% 0.121 
Ouachita Baptist 
University 11 20.6% -0.6% -0.7% -12.8% -7.5% -0.1% 0.114 
Hendrix College 13 0.6% -0.6% 1.3% -12.8% -6.5% 16.9% 0.099 
Lyon College 17 -5.4% 2.4% 3.3% -10.8% -7.5% 17.9% 0.104 
University of the 
Ozarks 18 -16.4% 0.4% -0.7% -12.8% -2.5% 6.9% 0.087 
John Brown 
University 23 13.6% 0.4% 0.3% -17.8% -6.5% 4.9% 0.106 
Philander Smith 
College NA -60.4% -0.6% -1.7% 72.2% -12.5% -0.1% 0.425 
Central Baptist 
College NA 10.6% 1.4% -0.7% -5.8% -8.5% 1.9% 0.067 
Arkansas Baptist 
College NA -46.4% 0.4% -1.7% 59.2% -11.5% 0.9% 0.340 
Williams Baptist 
University NA 13.6% -0.6% -1.7% -6.8% -9.5% -1.1% 0.080 
Ecclesia College NA -3.4% -0.6% -0.7% -9.8% 16.5% 0.9% 0.087 
Crowley's Ridge 
College NA 23.6% -0.6% -0.7% -7.8% -12.5% -1.1% 0.125 
Champion 




Color Key for Table 5: 









Color key is meant solely to assist in visualizing difference in low income % and % college going rate.  
 












% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School 1,004 93.7% 0.7% 0.2% 1.5% 3.8% 0.1% 33.0% 54.0% 
          
Average  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 




Table 5.2 – high schools with greater than 1,000 enrollment & are more than 75% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Alma High School 1,013 85.5% 1.3% 1.3% 2.1% 4.4% 5.2% 44.0% 41.0% 
Benton High School 1,229 77.8% 0.2% 0.7% 10.0% 8.2% 3.0% 31.0% 48.0% 
Bentonville High 
School 3,057 77.1% 1.4% 5.4% 2.3% 9.6% 3.7% 16.0% 42.0% 
Cabot High School 2,149 84.6% 0.4% 2.5% 2.3% 7.6% 2.5% 30.0% 54.0% 
Mountain Home 
Career Academies 1,300 89.5% 0.8% 1.1% 0.5% 4.5% 2.9% 39.0% 54.0% 
Sheridan High 
School 1,225 89.7% 0.7% 2.7% 2.0% 4.5% 0.3% 40.0% 50.0% 
          
Average  84.0% 0.8% 2.3% 3.2% 6.5% 2.9% 33.3% 48.2% 




Table 5.3 – high schools with greater than 1,000 enrollment & are more than 50% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Bentonville West High 
School 2,135 70.9% 1.2% 4.5% 4.3% 14.3% 4.4% 22.0% 43.0% 
Bryant High School 2,028 62.3% 0.4% 2.8% 18.9% 13.7% 1.8% 31.0% 52.0% 
Conway High School 2,181 57.4% 0.2% 2.0% 27.1% 11.1% 2.2% 38.0% 49.0% 
Fayetteville High School 2,628 68.8% 0.2% 3.3% 9.2% 12.1% 6.0% 29.0% 54.0% 
Russellville High School 1,188 62.1% 0.8% 1.9% 7.9% 24.9% 2.4% 48.0% 45.0% 
Searcy High School 1,072 72.5% 0.0% 1.6% 10.8% 9.5% 5.6% 42.0% 51.0% 
Siloam Springs High 
School Conversion 
Charter 1,336 55.2% 5.1% 3.7% 1.2% 30.2% 4.3% 43.0% 33.0% 
Southside High School 1,342 61.2% 1.0% 8.3% 6.1% 12.1% 11.2% 42.0% 55.0% 
Van Buren High School 1,210 66.3% 1.7% 2.8% 2.3% 18.9% 7.9% 51.0% 45.0% 
          
Average  64.1% 1.2% 3.4% 9.8% 16.3% 5.1% 38.4% 47.4% 




Table 5.4 – high schools with greater than 1,000 enrollment & are more than 75% African American: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






The Academies of West 
Memphis Charter School 1,058 19.2% 0.0% 0.1% 78.4% 1.6% 0.8% 72.0% 31.0% 
          
Average  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
 
Table 5.5 – high schools with greater than 1,000 enrollment & are more than 50% African American: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School (Texarkana) 1,027 34.8% 0.1% 0.1% 54.9% 5.3% 4.8% 59.0% 33.0% 
Central High School 
(Little Rock) 2,430 32.3% 0.7% 8.3% 51.6% 6.4% 0.7% 49.0% 39.0% 
Jacksonville High 
School 1,084 32.3% 0.6% 1.3% 59.1% 6.4% 0.0% 57.0% 25.0% 
North Little Rock High 
School 2,146 29.0% 0.9% 1.5% 59.0% 8.6% 0.9% 70.0% 38.0% 
Parkview Magnet 
High School 1,076 14.3% 0.4% 1.6% 66.3% 15.9% 1.6% 61.0% 48.0% 
          
Average  28.5% 0.5% 2.6% 58.2% 8.5% 1.6% 59.2% 36.6% 















% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School 2,216 20.1% 0.1% 2.1% 2.6% 57.2% 1.4% 79.0% 21.0% 
          
Average  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
 
Table 5.7 – high schools with greater than 1,000 enrollment & no substantial majority: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






El Dorado High School 1,306 40.0% 0.0% 1.4% 45.9% 10.6% 2.1% 58.0% 58.0% 
Har-Ber High School 2,271 45.0% 0.6% 1.4% 2.6% 39.6% 2.1% 52.0% 35.0% 
Northside High School 1,820 27.9% 1.2% 5.9% 12.1% 46.7% 5.9% 75.0% 32.0% 
Rogers Heritage High 
School 2,043 42.2% 1.0% 1.0% 1.2% 49.8% 2.5% 51.0% 34.0% 
Rogers High School 2,089 42.6% 0.7% 2.5% 1.7% 50.0% 1.5% 43.0% 36.0% 
Sylvan Hills High 
School 1,428 44.0% 0.4% 0.7% 45.4% 6.4% 3.0% 44.0% 42.0% 
The Academies At 
Jonesboro High School 1,325 37.4% 0.1% 1.0% 43.7% 14.8% 2.9% 66.0% 35.0% 
          
Average  39.9% 0.6% 2.0% 21.8% 31.1% 2.9% 55.6% 38.9% 




Table 5.8 – high schools with enrollment between 1,000 and 500 & greater than 90% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Brookland High School 525 91.0% 0.4% 0.4% 2.1% 5.0% 1.1% 31.0% 54.0% 
Greenbrier High School 820 92.3% 0.5% 0.4% 1.6% 3.9% 1.3% 31.0% 56.0% 
Greene County Tech 
High School 847 92.7% 0.2% 0.8% 2.8% 2.8% 0.1% 41.0% 46.0% 
Harrison High School 
Conversion Charter 822 93.7% 0.9% 1.1% 0.5% 2.3% 1.6% 41.0% 48.0% 
Highland High School 516 93.8% 0.2% 0.0% 1.2% 3.3% 1.6% 71.0% 43.0% 
Ozark Jr/Sr High 
School 678 94.1% 0.3% 0.7% 0.1% 2.7% 1.8% 58.0% 61.0% 
Westside High School 
(Craighead) 659 93.6% 0.2% 0.0% 1.8% 3.0% 1.4% 49.0% 48.0% 
          
Average  93.0% 0.4% 0.5% 1.4% 3.3% 1.3% 46.0% 50.9% 




Table 5.9 – high schools with enrollment between 1,000 and 500 & greater than 75% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School 522 89.8% 0.4% 0.2% 3.4% 5.2% 1.0% 31.0% 53.0% 
Beebe High School 988 87.9% 0.5% 1.0% 3.7% 4.9% 2.0% 44.0% 48.0% 
Farmington Career 
Academies 581 84.2% 0.3% 0.7% 2.2% 9.1% 3.4% 30.0% 52.0% 
Gravette High 
School 556 85.8% 2.9% 0.7% 0.9% 7.6% 1.8% 43.0% 32.0% 
Greenwood High 
School 855 88.2% 1.8% 1.5% 1.1% 5.4% 2.1% 28.0% 53.0% 
Huntsville High 
School 581 82.3% 1.5% 1.0% 0.7% 8.8% 2.1% 56.0% 29.0% 
Lake Hamilton High 
School 974 77.2% 0.7% 0.6% 2.6% 12.7% 6.1% 46.0% 44.0% 
Lamar High School 512 87.3% 1.8% 0.8% 2.3% 6.4% 1.2% 67.0% 51.0% 
Mena High School 521 85.8% 2.5% 3.5% 0.8% 5.6% 1.9% 57.0% 58.0% 
Paragould High 
School 901 84.9% 0.2% 0.6% 3.8% 6.4% 2.6% 59.0% 33.0% 
Pea Ridge High 
School 701 89.2% 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% 8.0% 1.3% 32.0% 28.0% 
Prairie Grove High 
School 620 86.6% 2.7% 2.3% 2.3% 5.2% 0.6% 35.0% 48.0% 
Two Rivers High 
School 531 82.7% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 13.0% 2.3% 78.0% 33.0% 
Valley View High 
School 657 86.9% 0.0% 3.2% 4.3% 3.5% 2.0% 19.0% 60.0% 
          
Average  85.6% 1.2% 1.2% 2.1% 7.3% 2.2% 44.6% 44.4% 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
 
 49 
Table 5.10 – high schools with enrollment between 1,000 and 500 & greater than 50% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School 534 50.4% 0.0% 1.3% 36.5% 9.9% 1.7% 44.0% 38.0% 
Arkansas Arts 
Academy High School 546 72.9% 0.5% 2.2% 1.8% 14.8% 7.7% 28.0% 33.0% 
Batesville High School 928 70.2% 0.6% 1.9% 6.7% 19.9% 0.4% 45.0% 44.0% 
Berryville High School 555 67.6% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 28.3% 0.2% 61.0% 39.0% 
Clarksville High 
School 607 51.4% 0.5% 8.6% 2.3% 35.7% 1.3% 63.0% 55.0% 
Crossett High School 504 60.9% 0.2% 0.4% 35.3% 2.2% 1.0% 54.0% 50.0% 
Dardanelle High 
School 605 57.7% 0.2% 0.5% 1.3% 37.5% 2.8% 62.0% 46.0% 
Gosnell High School 585 67.7% 0.0% 0.3% 20.9% 8.0% 2.9% 72.0% 48.0% 
Hamburg High School 528 60.0% 0.2% 0.2% 21.6% 16.7% 1.3% 59.0% 53.0% 
Joe T. Robinson High 
School 702 52.6% 0.0% 1.4% 36.2% 7.5% 2.3% 31.0% 47.0% 
Lonoke High School 525 65.1% 0.6% 0.6% 23.4% 7.2% 3.0% 64.0% 40.0% 
Malvern High School 533 54.4% 0.4% 0.0% 28.3% 10.7% 6.0% 65.0% 35.0% 
Maumelle Charter 
High School 545 71.7% 0.7% 5.0% 14.5% 5.9% 2.0% 18.0% 61.0% 
Monticello High 
School 508 56.9% 0.0% 1.6% 36.4% 4.7% 0.4% 48.0% 61.0% 
Morrilton Sr. High 
School 680 72.8% 0.1% 0.7% 15.7% 6.9% 3.4% 68.0% 54.0% 
Newport High School 519 53.9% 0.2% 0.2% 35.6% 6.7% 3.3% 76.0% 35.0% 
Rivercrest High 
School 548 66.2% 0.2% 0.2% 27.7% 5.1% 0.5% 71.0% 52.0% 
White Hall High 
School 898 65.7% 0.4% 2.9% 25.8% 3.0% 1.7% 43.0% 51.0% 
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Wynne High School 780 65.4% 0.1% 0.9% 30.8% 1.7% 1.2% 51.0% 50.0% 
          
Average  62.3% 0.3% 1.6% 21.1% 12.2% 2.3% 53.8% 46.9% 




Table 5.11 – high schools with enrollment between 1,000 and 500 & greater than 90% African American: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Central High School 
(Helena/West Helena) 578 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 95.0% 0.3% 1.2% 95.0% 54.0% 
Forrest City High School 618 6.0% 0.0% 0.3% 92.6% 1.0% 0.2% 74.0% 35.0% 
Pine Bluff High School 903 1.9% 0.0% 0.1% 96.7% 1.0% 0.3% 78.0% 35.0% 
          
Average  3.8% 0.0% 0.1% 94.8% 0.8% 0.6% 82.3% 41.3% 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
 











% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School 535 13.8% 0.2% 0.0% 83.6% 2.2% 0.2% 74.0% 26.0% 
J.A. Fair High 
School 684 3.2% 0.1% 0.3% 83.2% 12.3% 85.0% 85.0% 31.0% 
McClellan Magnet 
High School 709 2.5% 0.4% 0.0% 82.2% 14.5% 0.3% 86.0% 27.0% 
Watson Chapel 
High School 536 14.2% 0.0% 0.9% 82.1% 2.6% 0.2% 65.0% 45.0% 
          
Average  8.4% 0.2% 0.3% 82.8% 7.9% 21.4% 77.5% 32.3% 




Table 5.13 – high schools with enrollment between 1,000 and 500 & greater than 50% African American: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 







High School 638 30.4% 0.2% 0.5% 61.9% 3.1% 3.8% 71.0% 46.0% 
Estem High School 567 23.8% 0.0% 1.2% 60.3% 9.9% 4.8% 41.0% 52.0% 
Hall High School 919 6.4% 0.4% 0.9% 53.3% 38.7% 0.0% 85.0% 24.0% 
Magnolia High 
School 587 39.9% 0.2% 1.5% 51.4% 4.3% 2.7% 63.0% 51.0% 
Marion High School 948 39.5% 0.3% 1.2% 52.8% 5.0% 1.3% 69.0% 34.0% 
Mills University 
Studies High School 623 18.3% 1.0% 0.6% 62.1% 16.5% 1.4% 58.0% 34.0% 
          
Average  26.4% 0.4% 1.0% 57.0% 12.9% 2.3% 64.5% 40.2% 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
 











% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School 531 26.2% 0.9% 1.3% 1.3% 66.5% 1.5% 77.0% 57.0% 
          
Average  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 




Table 5.15 – high schools with enrollment between 1,000 and 500 & no substantial majority: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Hope High School 600 19.0% 0.2% 1.2% 44.7% 34.5% 0.5% 73.0% 41.0% 
Hot Springs High 
School 959 36.5% 0.7% 0.9% 38.4% 17.7% 5.7% 73.0% 25.0% 
Maumelle High 
School 991 43.8% 0.3% 2.7% 44.6% 6.5% 2.0% 36.0% 48.0% 
McGehee High 
School 533 48.0% 0.0% 0.2% 44.1% 5.3% 2.4% 69.0% 42.0% 
Nettleton High School 985 41.1% 0.1% 1.5% 46.1% 8.8% 2.0% 64.0% 42.0% 
Rogers New 
Technology High 
School 645 46.5% 0.8% 1.7% 1.4% 47.0% 2.3% 55.0% 43.0% 
          
Average  39.2% 0.4% 1.4% 36.6% 20.0% 2.5% 61.7% 40.2% 




Table 5.16 – high schools with enrollment less than 500 & greater than 90% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Acorn High School 262 91.6% 1.9% 3.1% 0.8% 1.5% 1.1% 66.0% 44.0% 
Alpena High School 234 94.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.9% 2.1% 1.7% 64.0% 24.0% 
Atkins High School 279 91.4% 0.0% 1.4% 1.4% 2.5% 3.2% 60.0% 45.0% 
Bergman High School 319 94.4% 0.9% 0.0% 0.3% 3.8% 0.6% 51.0% 44.0% 
Booneville High School 249 90.4% 1.6% 1.2% 0.8% 3.6% 2.4% 66.0% 37.0% 
Bradford High School 211 95.3% 0.9% 0.0% 2.8% 0.5% 0.5% 80.0% 47.0% 
Calico Rock High School 172 94.8% 1.2% 0.6% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 62.0% 50.0% 
Cave City High Career & 
Collegiate Preparatory 
School 412 93.2% 0.0% 0.2% 1.2% 4.4% 0.5% 75.0% 59.0% 
Cedar Ridge High School 401 92.3% 0.5% 0.0% 0.7% 6.2% 0.2% 68.0% 40.0% 
Clinton High School 417 90.9% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 6.5% 2.2% 63.0% 49.0% 
Concord High School 207 96.6% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 67.0% 53.0% 
Corning High School 260 97.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.4% 64.0% 38.0% 
Cotter High School 346 92.8% 1.2% 0.6% 0.3% 2.0% 2.0% 66.0% 34.0% 
Dierks High School 250 92.8% 2.0% 0.0% 0.8% 4.4% 0.0% 74.0% 72.0% 
Dover High School 398 90.2% 1.5% 0.8% 0.3% 5.8% 1.5% 55.0% 42.0% 
Elkins High School 394 90.6% 1.5% 0.0% 1.3% 5.1% 1.5% 38.0% 40.0% 
Flippin High School 263 94.7% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 2.3% 1.9% 69.0% 33.0% 
Fouke High School 306 96.1% 1.6% 0.0% 0.7% 1.0% 0.7% 51.0% 39.0% 
Genoa Central High School 360 97.8% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 39.0% 52.0% 
Glen Rose High School 329 91.2% 0.3% 0.0% 2.1% 3.3% 3.0% 49.0% 39.0% 
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Harmony Grove High 
School (Saline) 284 94.0% 0.4% 0.4% 1.8% 2.8% 0.7% 26.0% 46.0% 
Harrisburg College & 
Career Preparatory School 351 94.9% 0.3% 0.0% 1.7% 3.1% 0.0% 70.0% 22.0% 
Heber Springs High School 448 91.5% 0.9% 0.2% 0.2% 5.8% 1.3% 36.0% 50.0% 
Hector High School 269 92.9% 0.0% 1.5% 0.4% 3.3% 1.9% 72.0% 39.0% 
Hillcrest High School 198 97.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 1.5% 60.0% 51.0% 
Hoxie High School 385 91.4% 0.3% 0.3% 1.3% 3.4% 3.4% 67.0% 41.0% 
Izard County Consolidated 
High School 166 95.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 1.8% 1.2% 68.0% 29.0% 
Jasper High School 226 96.0% 0.4% 0.4% 1.3% 0.4% 1.3% 71.0% 24.0% 
Kingston High School 125 94.4% 0.8% 1.6% 0.0% 0.8% 2.4% 66.0% 17.0% 
Magazine High School 243 90.5% 0.8% 2.9% 0.8% 4.1% 0.8% 74.0% 44.0% 
Magnet Cove High School 332 94.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 3.9% 0.3% 41.0% 48.0% 
Mammoth Spring High 
School 228 97.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 1.8% 72.0% 40.0% 
Manila High School 323 91.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 0.9% 51.0% 54.0% 
Marmaduke High School 339 96.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 1.8% 1.2% 56.0% 41.0% 
Marshall High School 354 94.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 2.3% 2.3% 69.0% 52.0% 
Maynard High School 222 94.6% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 2.3% 2.3% 69.0% 26.0% 
Melbourne High School 400 95.8% 0.5% 0.3% 1.3% 2.3% 0.0% 54.0% 43.0% 
Midland High School 245 94.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 4.1% 0.8% 66.0% 59.0% 
Mount Ida High School 210 91.4% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 3.3% 66.0% 53.0% 
Mountain View High School 357 94.1% 0.6% 0.3% 1.4% 2.5% 1.1% 63.0% 34.0% 
Mountainburg High School 201 93.0% 3.0% 0.5% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 68.0% 38.0% 
Mt. Vernon/Enola High 
School 248 95.6% 1.6% 0.4% 2.0% 0.4% 0.0% 58.0% 54.0% 
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Mulberry High School 126 96.0% 0.8% 1.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 56.0% 37.0% 
Norfork High School 214 97.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 0.9% 73.0% 33.0% 
Oark High School 84 95.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 3.6% 0.0% 87.0% 33.0% 
Ouachita High School 256 96.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 2.0% 52.0% 46.0% 
Pangburn High School 432 95.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 3.2% 0.2% 56.0% 41.0% 
Perryville High School 441 93.9% 0.0% 0.5% 0.9% 1.8% 2.9% 61.0% 37.0% 
Piggott High School 380 94.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 2.6% 1.6% 54.0% 38.0% 
Pottsville High School 365 90.4% 0.3% 0.5% 1.6% 7.1% 0.0% 36.0% 55.0% 
Poyen High School 300 93.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 4.3% 1.3% 50.0% 36.0% 
Quitman High School 229 96.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 2.2% 0.9% 51.0% 61.0% 
Rector High School 263 96.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 3.4% 0.0% 67.0% 44.0% 
Riverside High School 357 90.5% 0.6% 0.0% 1.1% 6.7% 1.1% 55.0% 42.0% 
Rose Bud High School 382 92.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.3% 5.2% 0.0% 52.0% 49.0% 
Rural Special High School 90 96.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 67.0% 27.0% 
Salem High School 399 91.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.5% 3.0% 3.5% 59.0% 47.0% 
Shirley High School 164 96.3% 1.2% 0.0% 1.8% 0.6% 0.0% 80.0% 59.0% 
Sloan-Hendrix High School 333 97.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3% 67.0% 47.0% 
South Side High School 241 93.4% 0.4% 0.8% 0.4% 1.2% 3.7% 57.0% 51.0% 
Southside Charter High 
School 433 91.2% 0.5% 0.7% 1.2% 5.5% 0.9% 50.0% 61.0% 
Taylor High School 188 95.7% 0.5% 0.0% 1.6% 1.6% 0.5% 31.0% 53.0% 
Timbo High School 86 96.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 87.0% 55.0% 
Tuckerman High School 310 91.6% 0.6% 0.0% 6.1% 1.0% 0.6% 63.0% 48.0% 
Valley Springs High School 276 94.9% 0.4% 1.8% 0.4% 1.8% 0.7% 37.0% 56.0% 
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Viola High School 157 96.8% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 1.3% 1.3% 68.0% 46.0% 
Walnut Ridge High School 433 92.1% 0.0% 0.9% 1.2% 2.5% 3.2% 54.0% 45.0% 
West Side High School 218 99.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 66.0% 72.0% 
Westside High School 
(Johnson) 260 93.1% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 67.0% 34.0% 
Wonderview High School 193 93.8% 0.5% 1.0% 2.1% 2.6% 0.0% 50.0% 62.0% 
Yellville-Summit High 
School 391 96.7% 0.3% 0.5% 1.3% 0.8% 0.5% 72.0% 36.0% 
          
Average  94.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.8% 2.8% 1.1% 60.5% 44.2% 




Table 5.17 – high schools with enrollment less than 500 & greater than 75% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Armorel High School 186 86.6% 0.0% 2.2% 6.5% 4.3% 0.0% 42.0% 61.0% 
Bald Knob High 
School 390 86.2% 0.0% 0.8% 2.1% 8.2% 2.8% 59.0% 45.0% 
Bay High School 280 90.0% 0.0% 0.7% 3.9% 1.8% 3.6% 62.0% 34.0% 
Bigelow High School 285 83.2% 0.4% 0.0% 3.9% 8.8% 3.9% 52.0% 51.0% 
Bismarck High School 318 87.7% 1.3% 0.9% 2.2% 7.5% 0.3% 67.0% 51.0% 
Buffalo Island Central 
High School 332 81.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 17.2% 1.2% 60.0% 45.0% 
Caddo Hills High 
School 275 82.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.0% 1.8% 77.0% 60.0% 
Carlisle High School 298 81.2% 0.0% 0.0% 12.8% 3.7% 2.3% 59.0% 51.0% 
Cedarville High 
School 272 85.3% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 9.6% 69.0% 31.0% 
Centerpoint High 
School 321 78.8% 1.2% 0.6% 0.6% 17.4% 1.2% 67.0% 53.0% 
Charleston High 
School 409 89.2% 0.7% 2.4% 1.2% 3.7% 2.7% 48.0% 61.0% 
County Line High 
School 211 89.6% 1.4% 7.1% 0.5% 0.9% 0.5% 67.0% 44.0% 
Cross County High 
School 265 89.4% 0.4% 0.0% 7.5% 2.3% 0.4% 72.0% 41.0% 
Cutter-Morning Star 
High School 323 81.4% 1.2% 0.3% 3.1% 6.8% 7.1% 72.0% 38.0% 
Des Arc High School 234 87.6% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% 2.1% 1.3% 65.0% 74.0% 
Dewitt High School 353 81.6% 0.3% 0.0% 12.2% 3.1% 2.8% 61.0% 60.0% 
Eureka Springs High 
School 201 86.6% 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 7.0% 0.5% 48.0% 48.0% 
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Fayetteville Virtual 
Academy 154 80.5% 1.3% 2.6% 5.8% 3.9% 5.8% 16.0% 59.0% 
Foreman High School 235 77.4% 3.0% 0.0% 11.9% 3.4% 4.3% 67.0% 51.0% 
Fountain Lake Charter 
High School 454 85.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.7% 7.7% 5.5% 42.0% 41.0% 
Greenland High 
School 254 85.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.0% 9.1% 4.7% 59.0% 42.0% 
Guy-Perkins High 
School 169 82.8% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 3.0% 1.8% 65.0% 50.0% 
Hackett High School 362 86.5% 2.5% 1.1% 0.6% 3.6% 5.5% 64.0% 27.0% 
Jessieville High 
School 272 89.3% 0.4% 0.7% 2.2% 5.9% 0.7% 66.0% 35.0% 
Kirby High School 175 87.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.4% 5.1% 70.0% 68.0% 
Lavaca High School 238 82.8% 1.7% 0.8% 0.8% 7.6% 6.3% 45.0% 50.0% 
Lead Hill High School 172 88.4% 0.0% 1.2% 0.6% 4.7% 5.2% 90.0% 41.0% 
Lincoln High School 353 77.9% 3.7% 4.5% 2.0% 9.1% 2.5% 66.0% 18.0% 
Mansfield High School 243 88.1% 2.5% 2.5% 0.4% 3.3% 3.3% 60.0% 46.0% 
Mayflower High 
School 355 78.6% 0.0% 0.3% 13.0% 4.5% 3.7% 54.0% 27.0% 
McCrory High School 287 82.2% 0.0% 1.0% 15.3% 1.4% 0.0% 58.0% 60.0% 
Mountain Pine High 
School 266 79.7% 0.4% 1.1% 9.0% 3.8% 5.3% 79.0% 23.0% 
Murfreesboro High 
School 308 84.1% 0.6% 0.0% 7.8% 4.5% 2.9% 65.0% 48.0% 
Nemo Vista High 
School 129 87.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 3.1% 7.8% 57.0% 56.0% 
Omaha High School 179 89.9% 1.7% 0.6% 0.6% 5.6% 1.7% 72.0% 29.0% 
Palestine-Wheatley 
Senior High 371 86.8% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 2.2% 0.0% 86.0% 60.0% 
Paris High School 312 86.9% 0.0% 2.2% 3.8% 3.2% 3.8% 71.0% 41.0% 
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Parkers Chapel High 
School 333 84.7% 0.3% 0.0% 11.1% 2.1% 1.8% 32.0% 59.0% 
Pocahontas High 
School 434 86.6% 0.0% 0.2% 0.7% 3.5% 2.5% 50.0% 64.0% 
Scranton High School 195 89.2% 0.0% 4.6% 1.0% 4.1% 1.0% 58.0% 59.0% 
Spring Hill High 
School 278 83.1% 0.7% 0.7% 1.1% 5.8% 8.3% 43.0% 57.0% 
St. Paul High School 114 87.7% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 4.4% 78.0% 21.0% 
Trumann High School 437 78.0% 0.0% 0.2% 13.5% 7.6% 0.7% 70.0% 43.0% 
West Fork High 
School 331 84.9% 2.4% 2.1% 0.6% 4.5% 5.4% 48.0% 51.0% 
White Co. Central 
High School 332 84.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.9% 12.0% 2.4% 72.0% 31.0% 
Woodlawn High 
School 284 87.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.7% 4.9% 6.0% 41.0% 61.0% 
          
Average  84.8% 0.8% 1.0% 4.3% 5.7% 3.3% 60.7% 47.1% 




Table 5.18 – high schools with enrollment less than 500 & greater than 50% White: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Ashdown High School 441 63.9% 1.6% 0.0% 26.5% 3.4% 4.5% 60.0% 42.0% 
Barton High School 338 58.3% 0.6% 2.7% 36.1% 1.8% 0.6% 85.0% 60.0% 
Bearden High School 212 54.2% 0.0% 0.0% 38.7% 4.2% 2.8% 67.0% 81.0% 
Blevins High School 218 64.7% 0.0% 0.9% 18.3% 14.2% 1.8% 80.0% 33.0% 
Bradley High School 137 63.5% 0.0% 0.0% 33.6% 2.9% 0.0% 65.0% 54.0% 
Cossatot River High 
School 397 61.2% 5.0% 0.0% 0.8% 29.0% 3.8% 72.0% 53.0% 
Decatur High School 153 52.9% 2.6% 5.2% 2.6% 34.6% 0.7% 72.0% 17.0% 
Drew Central High 
School 324 64.8% 0.0% 0.0% 25.6% 6.2% 3.4% 65.0% 57.0% 
East Poinsett Co. High 
School 302 74.5% 0.0% 0.0% 11.9% 8.9% 4.6% 74.0% 25.0% 
Emerson High School 134 68.7% 0.0% 0.0% 20.9% 5.2% 5.2% 51.0% 31.0% 
Gentry High School 
Conversion Charter 426 65.5% 3.8% 10.3% 0.9% 15.7% 3.8% 55.0% 34.0% 
Haas Hall Academy 451 71.8% 1.1% 8.4% 2.0% 8.2% 8.0% 5.0% 61.0% 
Haas Hall Academy At 
the Lane 329 65.7% 0.6% 7.0% 4.0% 15.5% 7.3% 10.0% 41.0% 
Haas Hall Academy 
Bentonville 356 63.8% 1.7% 16.3% 2.0% 10.7% 5.6% 4.0% 32.0% 
Haas Hall Academy 
Jones Center 221 60.6% 1.8% 7.2% 2.7% 23.5% 4.1% 15.0% 75.0% 
Hampton High School 254 72.8% 0.0% 0.0% 21.7% 4.7% 0.8% 72.0% 41.0% 
Harmony Grove High 
School (Ouachita) 393 73.3% 0.3% 1.0% 19.6% 4.1% 1.8% 48.0% 65.0% 
Hazen High School 263 71.9% 0.0% 0.4% 24.3% 1.9% 1.5% 69.0% 42.0% 
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Hermitage High School 225 60.9% 0.0% 0.0% 12.9% 25.8% 0.4% 68.0% 46.0% 
Horatio High School 373 72.4% 3.5% 0.0% 0.5% 23.3% 0.0% 72.0% 52.0% 
Junction City High 
School 322 59.0% 0.0% 0.3% 38.5% 2.2% 0.0% 64.0% 50.0% 
Marked Tree High 
School 229 63.8% 0.0% 0.0% 34.5% 1.3% 0.4% 81.0% 43.0% 
Nashville High School 414 51.2% 0.5% 0.2% 21.3% 23.7% 3.1% 70.0% 61.0% 
Nevada High School 182 52.7% 0.5% 0.0% 39.6% 2.2% 4.9% 75.0% 39.0% 
Northwest Arkansas 
Classical Academy High 227 68.7% 0.0% 12.3% 1.8% 15.0% 2.2% 7.0% 50.0% 
Prescott High School 294 51.7% 0.3% 1.7% 41.2% 5.1% 0.0% 67.0% 52.0% 
Rison High School 245 66.9% 0.0% 0.0% 28.2% 2.0% 2.9% 57.0% 65.0% 
Riverview High School 375 63.7% 0.0% 0.3% 11.2% 20.8% 4.0% 69.0% 15.0% 
Smackover High School 326 70.9% 0.3% 0.6% 22.7% 3.7% 1.2% 53.0% 46.0% 
Star City High School 475 70.1% 0.2% 0.2% 21.9% 5.7% 1.7% 58.0% 58.0% 
Waldron High School 416 72.4% 4.6% 2.4% 1.0% 18.5% 0.7% 69.0% 49.0% 
Western Yell Co. High 
School 174 71.8% 0.0% 2.9% 0.6% 21.8% 2.9% 85.0% 27.0% 
          
Average  64.6% 0.9% 2.5% 17.8% 11.4% 2.6% 58.3% 46.8% 




Table 5.19 – high schools with enrollment less than 500 & greater than 90% African American: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Dermott High School 130 3.1% 0.0% 0.0% 92.3% 3.8% 0.8% 95.0% 30.0% 
Dollarway High School 277 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 94.2% 0.4% 1.8% 90.0% 32.0% 
Earle High School 251 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 97.6% 0.4% 0.4% 94.0% 30.0% 
Kipp: Delta Collegiate 
High School 195 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 95.4% 1.5% 0.5% 88.0% 66.0% 
Lee High School 283 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 90.8% 2.1% 0.4% 87.0% 24.0% 
Marvell-Elaine High 
School 167 6.6% 0.0% 0.0% 90.4% 1.8% 1.2% 96.0% 17.0% 
Southeast Arkansas 
Preparatory High School 107 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 99.1% 0.0% 0.0% 93.0% 44.0% 
          
Average  3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 94.3% 1.4% 0.7% 91.9% 34.7% 




Table 5.20 – high schools with enrollment less than 500 & greater than 75% African American: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 







Charter High 119 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 89.9% 5.9% 0.8% 82.0% 15.0% 
Kipp: Blytheville High 
School 156 9.0% 0.0% 4.5% 81.4% 4.5% 0.6% 86.0% 26.0% 
Osceola High School 331 10.0% 0.0% 0.9% 84.3% 2.7% 2.1% 88.0% 40.0% 
Premier High School 
of North Little Rock 70 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 80.0% 4.3% 1.4% 86.0% 9.0% 
          
Average  9.2% 0.0% 1.4% 83.9% 4.4% 1.2% 85.5% 22.5% 




Table 5.21 – high schools with enrollment less than 500 & greater than 50% African American: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






Augusta High School 167 41.9% 0.0% 0.0% 54.5% 1.8% 1.8% 84.0% 22.0% 
Brinkley High School 194 32.5% 0.0% 0.5% 63.9% 1.5% 1.5% 75.0% 36.0% 
Clarendon High School 175 31.4% 0.0% 0.0% 57.1% 5.7% 5.7% 90.0% 43.0% 
Dumas High School 268 21.6% 0.4% 0.0% 64.2% 12.7% 1.1% 74.0% 46.0% 
Fordyce High School 330 32.1% 0.0% 0.0% 60.9% 5.2% 1.8% 61.0% 60.0% 
Jacksonville Lighthouse 
College Prep Academy 
High 293 17.4% 0.3% 1.4% 73.4% 6.5% 0.3% 66.0% 42.0% 
Lafayette County High 
School 235 34.9% 0.0% 0.4% 59.1% 3.0% 2.6% 87.0% 44.0% 
Lakeside High School 257 13.2% 0.0% 0.4% 73.2% 12.5% 0.8% 78.0% 51.0% 
Mineral Springs High 
School 173 13.9% 0.0% 1.2% 71.1% 12.7% 1.2% 87.0% 28.0% 
          
Average  26.5% 0.1% 0.4% 64.2% 6.8% 1.9% 78.0% 41.3% 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
 











% Hispanic / 
Latino 







School 256 42.2% 0.0% 1.6% 1.2% 53.5% 1.6% 61.0% 44.0% 
          
Average  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
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Table 5.22 – high schools with enrollment less than 500 & no substantial majority: 









% Hispanic / 
Latino 






England High School 279 48.0% 0.0% 0.0% 39.8% 10.0% 2.2% 75.0% 37.0% 
Future School of Fort 
Smith 226 43.8% 3.1% 1.3% 14.6% 24.3% 12.4% 73.0% 20.0% 
Green Forest High 
School 391 41.9% 1.0% 4.6% 0.0% 47.3% 1.3% 82.0% 35.0% 
Gurdon High School 192 47.9% 1.0% 0.0% 26.0% 22.9% 2.1% 74.0% 40.0% 
LISA Academy High 435 17.5% 0.0% 4.6% 43.9% 31.0% 3.0% 62.0% 49.0% 
LISA Academy North 
High Charter School 235 29.4% 3.0% 6.0% 36.6% 21.7% 2.6% 59.0% 38.0% 
Stuttgart High School 466 49.8% 0.0% 1.3% 42.7% 4.1% 2.1% 52.0% 54.0% 
Warren High School 
District Conversion 
Charter 465 45.4% 0.9% 0.0% 30.8% 21.5% 1.5% 70.0% 50.0% 
          
Average  40.5% 1.1% 2.2% 29.3% 22.9% 3.4% 68.4% 40.4% 
State Metrics  60.4% 0.6% 1.7% 19.8% 13.5% 3.1% 60.0% 43.0% 
 
 
